THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








‘AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
“ 18, LINcOLN’s InN FrEtps, Lconpon, W.C. 
pete aie vetices im mont cored frog of charge. 
SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and II. 


ee NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 


'T 














Five. 


£ 


103 
112 
124 
147 | 

| 





197 1 


BExamriE.—A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
ould have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. 4 
; the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered, would be more than 
t oe at to extinguish all future presse, and the Policy-holders would still 
e entitled to share in future profits. 


ARVIS-CONKLIN MORTGAGE TRUST CO. 


UNITED STATES AND LONDON. 


- $6,000,000 (about £1,237,000). 
- $1,500,000 (about £309,000). 

















AUTHORISED OAPITAL ... 
SUBSORIBED and PAID-UP 
This Company has its own offices and agencies throughout the Western States 
America from the Mississippi River to the Pacifie Coast for the investment 
lof money. 
dt acts for Insurance Companies, Banks, Trust Companies, Solicitors, and 
investors, in the United States and Europe. 


In business and assets are officially audited by the Bank Commissioners of the 
Blates of New York and Connecticut, 


It issues its own Debentures at 5 and 54°), for five or ten years, and receives 
money on deposit for fixed terms from one to three years. 


Full — on application to the London Office, 95, Gresham- 
street, B.C. 
, E, L. SHELDON, London Manager. 


SWEET & MAXWELL, LIMITED, 
3, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 











Now ready, demy 8vo, price 21s., cloth (post free, 18s,). 
THE ANNUAL PRACTICE, 1889-90.—Being a Collection 
_ of the Statutes, Orders, and Rules relating to the General Practice, Pro- 
cedure, and Jurisdiction of the Supreme from 
to the House of Lords. th Notes, Forms, &c. By THOMAS SNOW, 
M.A., CHARLES BURNEY, B.A., a Chief Clerk to Mr. Justice Chitty, 
and F, A. STRINGER, of the Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice. 
Just published, royal 8vo, price 25s., cloth. 
CLERK and LINDSELL’S LAW of TORTS.—The Law of 
Torts. By J. F, CLERK, of the Inner Temple, and W. H. B. LINDSELL, 
} of Tapooln’s-inn, Barristers-at-Law, "a ‘ 
“We like the arrangement very well, and, as far as we have at present been 
able to check it, we think that the work is well and caref: done.” Amtnputties 
| are referred to freely, and TF glad to see the convenient course is adopted 
of ving the different reports in which the decisions may be ound.” —Law 
ts’ Journal, Nov., 1889. 
Eeee > book of reference, it will be of great use to practitioners.”—Law Notes, 
ie 5 
Si i ne eT Tea 
on obscure questions, and contributed a valua’ 
the literature on ‘ Torts,’,”—Pump Court, Nov. 13, 1889, ™ 


Just published, miGe price 8s., cloth. 
GOVER on ADVI ING on TITLE.—Hints as to Advising on 
Practi tions f 
eG eae Evin cod Aang At 


_ With an Outline of the Law rela’ 
Duties since = By W. H. GO . (Lond.), of Lincoln’s-inn, 
We 


® Just published, Fifth Edition, royal 8vo, price £2, cloth. 

; LINDLEY on COMPANIES.—A Treatise on the Law and 

Practice oint-Stock and other Com; 

NATHANIEL LINDLEY, Kat, go ofthe ears Juaics ot or Males 
a! as . a , . le s 

M.A., of teedalo-tmm, Beare. , Barristers-at- Law. Jey 


4 Fifth Edition, royal 8vo, price 35s., cloth. 

' LINDLEY on PARTNERSHIP.—A Treatise on the Law of 
4 Partnership. By the Right Hon, Sir NATHANIEL LINDLEY, Knt., one 
of the Lords Justices of her Ma. —_* Court of Appeal, assisted by W. 0. 
GULL, M.A,, and W. B. LINDLEY, M.A., both of Lincoln’s-inn, ’ 
Barristers-at- Law. 





SWEET & MAXWELL, LIMITED, 
LAW PUBLISHERS, BOOKSELLERS, AND EXPORTERS, 
Dealers in Second-hand Law Reports and Text Books, 
8, CHANCERY LANE, and 8, BELL YARD, LONDON, W.C. 





Pp 


Cases Reported this Week. 
In the Solicitors’ Journal. , 











97 


94 
95 
97 





7 


. Carter vy. Rackham 
eo 44 Southwell ; Southwell v. 
Row! 








VOL. XXXIV., No. 6. 


The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 
LONDON, DECEMBER 7, 1889. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tx Court or Aprgat No. 2 is well abreast with its work. There 
were 71 appeals in the paper at the commencement of the sittings ; 
17 have been subsequently set down; 49 appeals have been dis- 
posed of, and 39 remain for hearing. Court of Appeal No. 1 is 
wed gd advanced, only about 20 appeals remaining to be dis- 
posed of. 








Mr. Justice Kay, in his observations on the swearing of affidavits 
by commissioners to take oaths, probably overlooked the fact that 
there are officers of the Central Office before whom affidavits are 
sworn (R. 8. C., ord. 61, r. 5), and certainly could not have been 
aware of the ordinary practice on such occasions. If he makes in- 
quiry, we believe he will find that the affidavit is presented ready 
signed, and that the deponent is asked, ‘‘Is this your name and 
handwriting? You swear the contents of this your affidavit to 
be true—so help you,” &c. The only other questions asked are, 
‘« Are there any alterations to be initialled ; are there any exhibits? ”’ 





We teagn that the case of Rees v. Terrell, to which we xeferred 
last week (ante, p. 72), has now been decided. It will be remembered 
that the point involved, which was one of considerable importance 
to solicitors, was whether a solicitor, whose name and address are 
indorsed on a plaintin a lithographed form, sufficiently complies 
with ord. 6, r. 10, of the County Court Rules, 1889, which pro- 
vides that the plaintiff's solicitor ‘‘ shall indorse on the particulars 
his name or firm and place of business . . . otherwise the 
costs of entering the plaint by the solicitor shall not be allowed.” 
The court (Lord Cotzrmer, CJ., and Marnew, J.) reluctantly 
held that the mode of indorsement adopted did not folfil the 
requirements.of the above rule, and that the “‘ signature” of the 
solicitor was essential. As we have already pointed out (anée, p. 
72), others besides solicitors will be affected by this decision, and 
notably overseers and revising barristers, who are frequently in the 
habit of having their signatures stamped by clerks on lists which 
they are directed to sign. We hope to obtain a report of the 
decision hereafter. 





Tue picrum of Mr. Justice Kay in the case of Bourke v. Davis, 
that commissioners to administer oaths ought to satisfy themselves 
in every case that the deponents thoroughly understand the con- 
tents of the affidavits to which they are about to swear, will be a 
surprise to most commissioners. A fee of 1s. 6d. is prescribed to 
be taken by the commissioner, and it is absurd to expect that 
for this a commissioner should be required to read over a long affi- 
davit. It does not seem that it a to the Rule Committee of 
Judges that this serious burden should be imposed upon solicitors, 
because in the Rules of the Supreme Court the only cases in which 
it is provided that a commissioner should satisfy himself that the de- 
onents knew what they were swearing to are where they are illi- 
terate or blind. Where, asin the caso of married women acknowledg- 
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ing deede, it is the duty of the solicitor to ascertain that the persons 
are doing, an adequate fee is provided, and until a 
proper fee is fixed for taking affidavits, including the reading them 
over to the deponents, we do not see the justice of expecting com- 

ioners to take upon themselves that onerous duty voluntarily. 
pa ge apes Ye -é - ng the jurat eo 
the deponent, and this would probably be some guaran e 
was satisfied that the swearing knew the contents of the 
affidavit to which he was about to depose; but this practice would 
not be found convenient in London, and if a person can write his 
name the commissioner cannot very well assume that he is 
illiterate. The cases quoted by Mr. Justice Kay, with regard 
to affidavits sworn before the solicitors in the action or their clerks, 
have no bearing on the point, as in such cases the commissioners 
are interested persons. 





Tue antictz by Master T. W. Ente on Receiverships in the 
Queen’s Bench Division, which we printed last week, has attracted 
wide attention, and, if rumours which reach us are correct, is 
likely to lead to a revision of the present practice. Meanwhile a 
correspondent of much practical experience sends us the following 
suggestions :—Premising, he says, that receiverships in the Queen’s 
Bench Division are, in nearly every instance, in satisfaction of a 
judgment debt, which debt rarely exceeds £300, it is suggested 
that a very considerable extension of the principle of appointing 
the plaintiff receiver without security or remuneration (poundage), 
limiting the amount to be received to the extent of the judgment 
debt and costs of receivership, not to exceed a fixed scale, would 
greatly reduce the costs of receivership. Under present arrange- 
ments, this principle is ordinarily confined to cases where the 
judgment debt does not exceed £50. So long as the plaintiff 
is precluded by the order from receiving more than the amount 
owing to him, it is difficult to see in what way the defend- 
ant can be prejudiced, as the plaintiff is never in a position to 
deal with the defendant’s property beyond the amount of the de- 
fendant’s ascertained and legal indebtednessto him. This principle 
having worked most satisfactorily in amounts under £50, this limit 
might be extended up to £300 (or even more) with every advan- 
tage. It may be urged that the appointment of the plaintiff—an in- 
terested party, whose feelings towards the defendant and his property 
are not likely to be of the most considerate kind—is likely to lead 
to an abuse of his powers; but experience, so far, does not bear 
out this view. Moreover, it would be very simple to require a 
form of undertaking in damages (similar to that used in injunction 
cases), which would pr res as an increased check upon mal- 
practic:s, and the safeguard to be universally required, that 
the receiver (whether the plaintiff or another) sball not receive 


of receivership in any case. To prevent the receiver over-estimat- 
ing the costs of receivership, it would be n to fix a per- 
centage scale as a limit within which costs should be allowed on 
passing the accounts; the costs thrown away by useless or 
ive action on either side to be strictly disallowed. A scale 
poundage should be settled in proportion to the work involved 

in collection, where the plaintiff himself is not sppointed receiver. 
the giving of security in cases of large amount or 

nature, the present procedure could be improved and 
cheapened by a short, seis dae of bond being settled and 
promulgated. The clause in the form of receiver order used in the 
Queen’s Bench Division, which gives the receiver the option of 
keeping down the interest on prior incumbrances, may possibly 
induce an officious or litigious receiver to intermeddle with prior 
Se te otek matters which, if left alone, would work 
out in course of time without interference and expense : 

it would be preferable to omit this clause in ordinary cases, end 
make its insertion a special condition to be granted on the original 
for cause shewn, or 7 leave, in the same 

mepner that 2 receiver applies any other exceptional power. 
to the observed ten in receiverships to keep open 
to the detriment and at ex of the defendant, 
introduction of » clause into the order limiting its operation to 
one year from the date, with liberty to the plaintiff to apply to 
renew from year to year (analogous to the ice affecting com- 
mon write of execution: K. 8. C., ord. 42, r. 20) at plaintiff's ex- 
pense, would probably :oon initiate an “ early-closing” movement, 
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and operate as an effective check. Any further reduction in the 
costs of receivership must be due, it would seem, rather to vigilant 
administrative control than to the possibility of its being effected 
by any sweeping reform. 





AN INTERESTING POINT was raised in Valentini v. Oarali, before 
Lord Corenmesr, C.J., and Bowszn, L.J., as to whether an infant 
who has paid money under a contract, rendered void by the 
Infants’ Relief Act, 1874, can recover it back again. Under the 
old law, according to which the contract was voidable merely, and 
not absolutely void, it was originally laid down by Lord Mans. 
rretD that if an infant pays money with his own hand, without 9 
valuable consideration, he cannot get it back again (Zar! of 
Buckinghamshire v. , 2 Eden, at p. 72). And soin Wilson 
v. Kearse (2 Peake, 196), where an infant contracted to purchase 
the goodwill and stock of a public-house, and paid a deposit of 
£20, upon his subsequent refusal to perform the contract he was 
not allowed to recover back the deposit. In Holmes v. Blogg (8 
Taunt. 508) the circumstances were different, as the infant had 
ane money as a premium for a lease, and had enjoyed the same 
or a short period before he came of age. This consequently was 
held to be a stronger case against him, as he had actually had part 
of the consideration -— which his contract had been made and his 
money paid. But although the decision in this case started from 
the dictum of Lord Mawsrrexp above quoted, yet it served to raise 
a distinction by which the dictwm has been overruled. Thus in 
Corpe v. Overton (10 Bing. 252) it was held that Holmes v. Blogg 
depended upon the enjoyment by the infant of part of the considera- 
tion, and, in spite of Lord Mansrrexp and of Wilson v. Kearse, it 
was decided that, where there was a total failure of consideration, 
the infant could recover money which he had paid. The distinc- 
tion thus established has been subsequently observed. On the 
one hand, in Ex parte Taylor (8 De G. M. & G. 254), where an 
infant paid a premium for a partnership into which he actually 
entered during his infancy, Holmes v. Blogg was held to be decisive 
against his getting it back ; while in Hverett v. Wilkins (29 L. T. 
N. 8. 846), where there was total failure of consideration, Corpe v. 
Overton was followed and the infant was held entitled to recover his 
money. As this stateof the law came into existence when contracts of 
infants were voidable merely, and had, therefore, until the infant’s 
election to repudiate them, a certain contingent validity, it might 
be argued that it would not apply under the new law now that the 
contract is void 4b initio, and he is entitled in any event to 
have money paid by him returned. But the consequences of such 
a doctrine, as pointed out by the Lord Chief Justice, are so 
alarming that they could hardly be admitted except in accordance 
with express enactment, and in Valentini v. Carali it was held 
that the old cases were still applicable. Consequently an infant, 
who had purchased a business and partly paid for it, was not 
allowed, after actual occupation of the business premises, to recover 
back his money. If the law were otherwise, it seems that a 
tradesman could hardly deal with an infant at all—at least, as 
regards articles of luxury—since money paid for these could be 
recovered back long after they had been consumed. 





Tue case of Grace vy. Oard adds one more to the rapidly- 
increasing list of decisions that a sale of goods is not liable to be 
impeached under the Bille of Sale Acts when it can be supported 
without reference to any documents which may have passed 
between the parties. On this occasion there were two such docu- 
mente—a letter from Cxanxe, the purchaser of goods, offering to 
buy, and an inventory on which was indorsed the following 
memorandum, which ap to have been called a receipt: “The 
— mentioned herein, having been valued, are sold to Oxanxe.” 

ut, whatever it was called, this hardly seems to be such a receipt 
as to constitute the document “‘ an inventory of goods with receipt 
thereto attached” within section 4 of the Act of 1878; and, as 
neither of the documents constituted an assurance of the goods, 
they could not be brought within the general words, “ other 
assurances of chattels.” It is true that Lord Esuzn, 
M.R., seems to have said, in Newlove vy. Shrewsbury (36 W. BR. 
635, 21 Q. B. D., at p. 43), that, where the parties have reduced 
their agreement into writing, this requires registration, and it 





wes urged that the memorandum came within this rule. 
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— 
this assumes that the parties mean to base the whole transac- 
tion on such agreement, while here, as Lord Justice Bown 
who was sitting with Lord Corenincr, C.J., to constitute a 
risional court) pointed out, the sale was really effected orally, 
and the memorandum was simply an acknowledgment of it. At 
the eame time he took occasion to emphasize once more the view 
taken by the Court of Appeal in Newlove v. Shrewsbury, and a 
short while previously also in North Central Wogon Co. v. Man- 
chester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway Co. (35 W. R. 447, 
35 Ch. D. 191), that, wherever there is a complete transfer of the 
property independently of the documents, these do not require to 
be registered. 





In THE case of Francis v. Harrison (ante, p. 78) it was decided 
by Norrx, J., that, in foreclosure actions, where trustees are 
defendants, they cannot properly be sued alone under R. &. C., 
ord. 16, r. 8, but that the beneficiaries should also be joined. 
This is similar to the decision given by Tunnzr, V.C., in Goldsmid 
vy. Stonehewer (9 Hare, Appendix, xxxviii.) under rule 9 of section 
42 of 15 & 16 Vict. c. 86. That rule is in different terms to the 
present one, enacting that trustees should represent their bene- 
ficiaries to the same extent as executors and administrators 
represented persons interested in personal estate. Nevertheless, 
the Vice-Chancellor took the objection that, while executors 
represented the whole personal estate, yet trustees were in a very 
different position, and might well have no funds in hand where- 
with to redeem. Accordingly, he would not decree foreclosure 
against the trustee without giving the cestuis gue trust an oppor- 
tunity of redeeming. This reasoning does not, of course, apply 
where the trustee is seeking to redeem, and so it was held in Dfills 
v. Jennings in the Court of Appeal (13 Ch. D., at p. 649), and this 
ruling was supported, without further notice of the distinction, in 
the House of Lords (6 App. Cas., at p. 710). In the present case 
Mr. Justice Nortn adopted the earlier decision, and especially as 
the trustee was a bankrupt, at the same time pointing out that, had 
he been solvent, the fact would probably have made no difference. 
The latter observation appears well grounded, for even a solvent 
trustee might not choose to advance the money to redeem. The 
matter really rests with the cestuis que trust, from whom, if from 
anyone, the money is to come, and they must necessarily be made 


parties. 








SOLICITORS AND THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 


Two important statements as to the probable effect of the Land 
Transfer Bill in its present form on the remuneration of solicitors 
have been made since our last issue. The Solicitor-General, 
in his speech at the Westminster Town Hall on Monday, after 
announcing that ‘the Lord Chancellor had prepared a Bill, 
and proposed to press it upon Parliament in the coming session, 
dealing with land reform, the registration of land, and making land 
more easy of transfer, and removing ali the difficulties with regard 
to that matter,” is reported to have subsequently remarked that the 
wage-earning classes ‘‘ had just the same right to struggle for that 
which might serve their interest as a lawyer had to fight against a 
land registry which would take away his practice.” Again, in last 
week’s Zconomist there appeared an article, which we think, from 
internal evidence—not merely information which could appar- 
ently only be furnished by an official of the Land Registry, but 
also from the reappearance in the article of the tabular com- 
perison of fees in the Land Registry Office with the solicitor’s 
remuneration under the present system—we cannot be wrong 
in ascribing, directly or indirectly, to the pen of some able 
writer in close connection with that office. The concluding part 
of this orticle is so remarkable that we must quote it in full:— 
‘* Practically the only remaining opponents of the Land Transfer 
Bill are the solicitors. They are opposed to it, because they believe 
their interests to be threatened, and the journal which claims to 
represent them last week again called them to arme, and declared 
that ‘ it is well for solicitors to know the idea of confiscation which 
is at the root of the Bill.! The remuneration which solicitors have 


doubtless not been excessive. Much of the work done by them 
has been of an exacting nature, requiring close care and attention. 
On the whole, probably they have done their work carefully and 
well. They must not, however, consider that they have any 
vested rights, and talk big about ‘ confiscation.’ If the public can 
secure for themselves a cheap system of machi for effecting the 
transfer of land, and can, without risk to their own interest, dis- 
pense with the services of solicitors on purchases and sales, then so 
much the better for the public. Solicitors must suffer, if need be, 
like any other class for the public good.” 

We have, therefore, now a suggestion by the Solicitor-General 
that the Land Registry will take away a solicitor’s practice, and 
we have, further, an unequivocal intimation, which, though anony- 
mous, we think we-must be correct in attributing, at all events 
to some person acquainted with the views of the Gand i 
that the object to be aimed at in the system 
transfer is to “dispense with the of solicitors on 
purchases and sales.” No one now, we should think, can 
doubt that the object of the Land Transfer Bill, as under- 
stood by some at least of the persons who may be sup 
to be best informed, is to provide for the transaction by 
Government officials of the work of the profession; and to 
do this without affording the slightest es to the pro- 
fession. The writer in the Hconomist tells us that “ solicitors 
must suffer, if need be, like any other class for the public good.” 
So also the most advanced advocates of leasehold enfranchi 


? 
for the public good ; but we presume that a proposal that landJords 
should be deprived of their rents without any compensation would, 
even at the present day, be described as confiscation. Perhaps 
some old-fashioned believer in public morality might even designate 
the proposal by a stronger term. 

It seems opportune to inquire whether the views put forward in 
the Economist can be those of the Lord Chancellor and the 
Government. Does the Lord Chancellor agree with the writer in 
the Economist that solicitors have no vested rights? On this 
point we are fortunately able to present very conclusive evidence. 
In his speech on the third reading of the Land Transfer Bill this 
year the Lord Chancellor said: “‘It was for their ips to 
determine whether there should be a transfer of land, and 
he should be surprised if any noble lord could suggest any mode in 
which that transfer could be accomplished without interfering with 
vested interests. It was natural to ask noble lords w 
proposed to move or cupport the rejection of the Bill what 
they would suggest. Could they point to any means for - 
ing the transfer of land except by diminishing solicitors’ charges?” 
There appears to be here a specific admission that solicitors have a 
‘vested interest” in the remuneration derived from their conduct 
of the transfer of land. And if we turn toa delivered 
Lord Hatssvry at a Mansion House dinner in November, 188 
find that, in view of the introduction of the Land Transfer 
in the following session, he said: ‘‘ Any future legislation which 
enables people to deal with their own in any way they may please, 
without undue restriction and without undue , is caloulated 
to add to our advantages as a community. I believe that if 
in that spirit legislation is possible and is desirable; but J do not 
believe, and 1 wish to state my belief expressly on the point, that 
any legislation which has for its object to deprive 4 man of 
right without giving him co sation for what is taken from hii 
is neither desirable nor likely to promote the harmony and 
welfare of this great empire. in our future legislation we must 
proceed upon the lines of respecting the rights of all.” We have 
here a —— pledge by a Minister of the Crown that in its 
intended legislation on land transfer the Government would pro- 
ceed upon the lines of respecting the rights of all, and would not 
deprive a man of any right without giving him compensation for 
what is taken from him. The same ister, as we have 
admitted last June that his measure did interfere with vested 
interests.” 

The aim of those supporters of the Land Transfer Bill 
concur in the views expressed in the Hconomist appears to 
persuade the public that solicitors are 
opponents of any reform in land transfer. If anyone will take the 
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trouble to follow the various stages of the controversy on the Land 
Transfer Bill, he 
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hitherto received for their services on sales, eer ma. and mort- 
gages, and generally in connection with the sfer of land, has 
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years succeeding the action of solicitors was confined to calm 
criticism and representation as to amendments which they 
deemed essential in the interest of the public and of them- 
selves. It was only when they found that no attention was paid 
to their representetions, and when it became clear, from the Land 
Registry notice, and subsequent events and declarations, that 
the aim of the Bill was the transaction by a public office 
of a large part of the work of solicitors, and that the inter- 
vention of solicitors in land transfer was to be excluded, that 
the profession took up arms against the Bill, as the Solicitor- 
General admits, in pursuance of their fair right. If, as at 
present seems probable, the spirit of violent hostility to soli- 
citors should continue to prevail among the promoters of the 
Bill, there will, we believe, be no hesitation whatever as to the 
course to be pursued by the profession. Upon this subject we will 
only say that the Zconomist writer, who professes to think that 
the only remaining opponents of this Land Transfer Bill are the 
solicitors, and proceeds with a light heart to contemplate their im- 
molation, cannot have any information as to the results of last 
session’s campaign among members of the House of Commons. 

We do not wish to be understood as alleging against Lord 
Harssury any conscious and deliberate breach of faith. He may 
have forgotten a pledge which solicitors have not forgotten. He 
may have been persuaded that any attempt to carry out his pledge 
to respect the rights of solicitors would either be fatal to the 
success of the proposed system or would be rejected by them. 
But now that the Bill to be introduced next session must be under 
consideration, and while there is an interval before its introduc- 
tion, we desire to ask this question: Has Lord Hazssury ever 
thought of communicating with the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society to ascertain what concessions would be considered by 
solicitors a compliance with his pledge? Has he ever attempted 
to ascertain what would insure both the passing of the Bill and 
its subsequent successful working? We ask the question on our 
own motion, and without any authority or suggestion, direct or 
indirect, from the council of the society ; but if it is to be 
answered in the negative, we shall know who will be to blame for 
any consequences of the attempt to rush the Land Transfer Bill 

Parliament. What would be said of a President of the 
Local Government Board who attempted to introduce a system of 
State medicine without any consultation with the Colleges of 
Physicians and Surgeons ? 








THE LAW OF MASTER AND SERVANT AND THE 
MAXIM VOLENTI NON FIT INJURIA. 


We made some observations last week on the application of the 
maxim volenti non fit injuria to questions between master and 
servant in cases such as Thomas y. Quartermaine (85 W.R. 555, 
18 Q. B. D. 685) and Yarmouth vy. France (36 W. R. 281, 19 
Q. B. D. 647), both of which wi!l doubtless be in our readers’ 
recollection. These observations were suggested by the judgment 
of Lord Bramwewt in Membery v. Great Western Railway Co. (14 
App. Cas. 179). We see no answer to the view taken by the 
learned lord with regard to the voluntary character of actions in 
the absence of physical compulsion or duress; but it seems to us 
that, in order to appreciate the true result of that view on ques- 
tions under the Employers’ Liability Act, it is necessary to con- 
sider more exactly the sense in which the disputants on the 
respective sides of the question seek to apply the maxim volenti 
non fit injuria in such cases. It is a pregnant source of error and 
confusion in dealing with such maxims to treat them as if they 
accurately and scientifically expressed ultimate rules and principles 
of law, and yet, at the same time, to leave the sense in which the 
are used insufficiently determined. We do not think that muc 
reliance can ever be placed on such maxims as general rules. 
They are merely useful as a pithy and picturesque way of suggest- 
ing compendiously certain legal ideas, and it is seldom possible, and 
never safe, to use them as representing ultimate principles of law. 
The most natural, and probably the primary, application of the 
maxim, volenti non fit injuria, is to cases of trespase—direct 
invasion of a right, where assent, or what an old pleader would 
eall leave and licence, makes that which would, but for the assent, 


have been injuria, no injuria. The maxim would, however, of 
course, be applicable in this sense to torts generally, and thus used 
it is equivalent to saying that the act or omission, which would 
have otherwise been tortious, ceases to be tortious if assented to. 

It seems to us that this is the sense in which the maxim is 
applied for the purpose of the judgment of the majority in 
Yarmouth v. France. It is to be observed, as the Master of the 
Rolls remarked, that it never could have been applied in such 
cases before the Employers’ Liability Act, because its application 
was, so to speak, forestalled by the doctrine that the servant 
impliedly took upon himself the risks of the service. In such a 
case there never was the possibility of an imjuria in respect of 
which the servant could be volens, because there was no duty. The 
judgment of the majority in Yarmouth v. France is, as it seems 
to us, clearly based upon the premiss that the effect of the Em- 
ployers’ Liability Act has been to impose a responsibility in 
certain respects upon the master towards the servant, for the per- 
formance of a duty, the neglect of which, if followed by personal 
injury, is injuria. To this neglect the servant may assent, and the 
question in the particular case was whether he had assented. That 
depends, as it seems to us, to a great extent on the sense in which 
the term volens is to be considered as used in the maxim. 

We must say we think with Lord Bramwexz that it is quite 
clear that the plaintiff in that case voluntarily drove the vicious 
horse knowing it to be vicious, and therefore he voluntarily did 
the act by which the risk was immediately incurred ; but is that 
equivalent to saying that he was volens in this sense of the 
maxim—i.e., that he assented to that neglect or omission which, 
without assent, would have been injuria? Assuming that the 
master’s duty towards the workman is, that he, or those for whom 
he is responsible, shall take reasonable care to provide proper and 
safe plant, because the workman voluntarily uses improper and 
unsafe plant provided, does it follow that he is volens that such 
improper and dangerous plant shall be provided, instead of proper 
and safe plant ? 

We should not be altogether surprised, having regard to his 
general views, if Lord Bramwe.t were to answer this question in 
the affirmative, and to say that, even putting the case thus, the 
man must be taken to be volens ; and there seems to us much to 
be said in favour of that view. But we must admit, for ourselves, 
that we should hesitate to say that a man must necessarily be volens 
in this sense of the maxim merely because he voluntarily did the 
act by which the risk was immediately incurred. We thiok that 
volens, as used in this sense of the maxim, means assenting to what 
would have been the breach of duty but for assent. Assent in- 
volves a mental process. The question whether there was such 
assent must be a question of fact. Doing the act without com- 
plaining may be evidence of assent, but, if the man protests, that 
would be some evidence the other way. 

Of course, another question would come in in such a case, which 
is really distinct, though very apt to mix itself up with the ques- 
tion we are discussing—viz., the question whether the damage can 
be said to be the legal consequence of the breach of duty, having 
been produced directly by an intervening act of the party injured. 
That is the sort of question which was raised in the well-known 
case of Clayards v. Dethick (12 Q. B. 439) Lord Bramwett’s 
views with regard to that case are well known. Are they not re- 
corded in Appendix B to Mr. Horace Smurrn’s treatise on the Law 
of Negligence ? 

But we doubt whether the line of reasoning above set forth 
really meets the application of the maxim volenti non fit injuria in 
the sense intended by Bowen, L.J., in Thomas v. (Juarter maine. 
Assuming the question above mentioned to be decided in favour of 
the view taken by the majority in Yarmouth v. France, it does not 
appear to us that the problem is disposed of, because we cannot help 
thinking that, though no doubt the actual decision in Yarmouth v. 
France is capable of being reconciled with that™in Thomas v. 
Quartermaine on the lines above suggested, it is nevertheless very 
difficult to reconcile the premiss on which the decision in Yarmouth 
v. France is based as above mentioned with the whole of the 
reasoning of Bowen, L.J., in Thomas v. Quartermaine. The way 
in which that learned judge applied the maxim volenti non fit 
injuria in the latter case was, we submit, not for the purpose of 
seeing whether, granting there was a duty, and what would in the 
absence of assent be a breach of duty, there had been such an assent. 





It was applied for the purpose of seeing whether there could in 
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such case ever be a duty. The premiss upon which the 
whole judgment, as it seems to us, proceeds is that the Em- 
oyers’ Liability Act has not had the effect of creating a general 
uty towards the workmen, for performance of which the master 
js responsible, to take care that the plant is not defective, 
but that it merely relieved the servant from his specially unfavour- 
able position as a servant—that is to say, from the doctrine that he 
impliedly takes upon himself the risks of the service ; and therefore 
it is still essential that the circumstances should be such as, but for 
the fact of the injured person being a servant, would have given 
rise to a duty, and amounted to a breach of such duty towards him 
at common law. A man is not bound in the abstract to have his 
premises or plant in any particular state, and no duty, in the 
absence of invitation and a trep, arises towards persons who, 
though not unlawfully on the premises, are volunteers in the 
sense that they come of their own accord, voluntarily, the risk 
being as much apparent to them as the owner of the premises 
and plant. The maxim thus used may be freely translated thus: 
In the case of a volunteer in this sense there is no duty, and, there- 
fore, can be no breach of duty. It seems to us that, if that be the 
true view of the Employers’ Liability Act, the distinction taken in 
Yarmouth v. France between that case and Thomas v. Quartermaine 
would hardly be material. The reasoning in the two cases 
respectively is not ad idem. If there is no duty, a man may 
grumble as much as he likes without being any the less a 
volunteer. From this point of view it is not a question whether 
there has been an assent to a breach of duty, becauee there never 
could be a duty at all. 

It, therefore, seems to us that the real question is, what con- 
struction is to be put on that ill-conceived and clumsy piece 
of legislation, the Employers’ Liability Act? This article is 
already too long, even if we were inclined to try our hands at 
construing it. But we thought it worth while to try to clear up a 
certain amount of confusion which, to our thinking, has crept 
into the cases with regard to the sense in which the maxim 
volenti non fit injuria is sought to be applied by the respective 
parties to the discussion. 








LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 
PROTECTION OF CHILDREN FROM CRUELTY. 


(PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO, AND PROTECTION OF, CHILDREN ACT, 
1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. ©, 44) ). 


This Act, which is due to the efforts of the London Society for the 
Prevention of Oruelty to Children, may be ranked with the Criminal 
Law Amendment Act, 1885, as constituting a new and important de- 
parture in criminal law, and, as in the case of that Act, there is every 
probability of its being brought into frequent use. Until the present 
time the law has been very deficient in affording means both of punish- 
ing cruelty to children and of changing their we with a view to 
its avoidance in the future, and antveens persons have been com- 
pelled to work at the risk either of having writs of habeas corpus 
issued against them or of being indicted for abduction. It is true 
that, as to cruelty, neither the common law nor statute law is 
pa ay wanting. Thus in Friend’s case (R. & R. 20), it was 
decided in 1802, at a meeting of nearly all the judges, that “‘ it was 
an indictable offence, as a misdemeanour, to refuse or neglect to pro- 


vide sufficient food, bedding, &c., to any infant of tender years, | 1, 


unable to provide for and take care of itself (whether such infant 
were child, apprentice, or servant), whom a man was bound by duty 
or contract to provide for, so as thereby to injure its health.” But 
the effect of this rule is chiefly punitive, as the offence is not com- 
mitted unless actual injury to the child’s health is proved: Reg. v. 
Hogan (2 Den. 277), Reg. v. Philpot (Dears. 179). Moreover, it must 
be shewn that the defendant had the means of supporting the child: 
Reg. v. Hogan, and an allegation to this effect was not supported by 
evidence t the defendant, the mother of the child, could have 
applied to the relieving officer of the union, and that if she had so 
applied she would have received adequate relief: Reg. v. Chandler 
( 8.453), Mr. Justice Stephen, in his Digest of the Criminal Law, 
Art. 264, translated the ‘‘ &c,”” of the above extract into ‘“‘ and other 
necessaries,” but it is doubtful whether this includes medical attend- 
ance: Reg. v. Downes (1 Q. B. D. 25). 

The chief statutory enactment on the subject is that contained in 
section 37 of the Poor Law Amendment Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. o. 
Se According to this, everyone commits a misdemeanour, and is 
liable upon summary conviction to six months’ imprisonment with 
hard labour, ‘‘ who, being a parent, wilfully neglects to provide ade- 


quate food, clothing, medical aid, or for his child being in his 
custody, under the of fourteen years, the health of such 
child is, or is likely to be, seriouslyinjured.” But of this whole- 
seme provichem fe talon ous Wer the diaame ak tee which says that 
“* the guardians of the union or parish in which such child may be living 
shall institute the prosecution, and pay the costs thereof out of their 


funds. The words in italics seem to imply that the guardians only 
can take proceedings, and, long before have made up their tardy 
minds to do anything of the kind, the child may have died. In 


addition to this, provision is made by section 26 of the Offences 
against the Person Act (24 & 25 Vict. c. 100) for the punishment of 
masters and mistresses who refuse or neglect to provi i 
or servants with n oF lodging, to, the danger 
permanent injury to health. Ands 
enactment is contained. curiously enough, in the Conspi and 
Protection of hn 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c 86, s. 6), under which 
medical aid is to the matters enum above, and the 
master is made liable on summary conviction to a penalty of £20 or 
six months’ imprisonment with hard labour. As to under 
two years of age, section 27 of the Offences against the Person Act 
provides against their abandonment or exposure, while to regulate 
the employment of children generally there are the provisions of 
the Factory and Workshop Act, 1878 (41 Vict. c. 16), and of the 
Children’s Dangerous Performances Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vict. c. 34). 
bets y the anne of certain statutes referring to i a 
such as parish apprentices, chimney-sweeps, em; 
in agricul) gangs, the above statement seems to represent the 
— so far as it has been directed at cruelty to or neglect of 
¢ en. 

With regard to the equally, or perhaps more, important point of 
the removal of children from the source of cruelty or neglect, the 
law has been still more palpably deficient. The remedy bag 

is probably not available at all against a father, w the 
equitable jurisdiction, now vested in the High Court, is in 


food, clothing, 
of life or actual or probab 


corpus 


the majority of cases far too uncertain and expensive a remedy. 
The same may be said of the various statutes under which the con- 
trol of te on oe ee to the mother, and these for the 

imited operation. In addition there are 
the powers conferred upon two justices by section 14 of the Industrial 
Schools Act, 1866 (29 & 30 Vict. c. 118), of sending children to in- 
dustrial schools. These epply where the children are found begging, 
or wandering at large, or destitute, being orphans or with a sur- 
viving parent in prison, or frequenting the company of reputed 


thieves or of prostitutes. 

Such being the law as to the tion of cruelty to, and the 
custody of, children hitherto , the present Act introduces an 
enormous change, and it will be convenient to consider it under the 
two heads of offences and their punishment and the protection of 


the child. 
I.—Offences under the Act and their Punishment. 

The leading provision of the Act is that contained in section 
which is couched in very eral terms. In the first place, the 
offence which it creates is thus defined: ‘‘ Any person over 

of age who, having the custody, contro], or charge of a child 
ase o te eae the age of fourteen years, or being a gi 
the age of sixteen years, wilfully ill-treats, n 
exposes such child, or causes or procures 
neglected, abandoned, or exposed, in a manner 
child unnecessary ay by injury to its health, shall 
a misdemeanour.” This been hanedben the model 
of the Act of 1849 for the prevention of = i 
at the same time been ampli so as to avoid as 
difficulties which have found 
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the event of the death of the child. The fine may then be raised to 
£200, and the interest in such sum of money is to be charged in the 
indictment, and put to the jury in the same manper as a previous 
conviction. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE ANNUAL PRACTICE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—Will you allow us to point out that in your article in this 
week’s number on ‘‘ Undertakings to return Costs” the old edition 
of the Annual Practice is referred so as being incorrect. 


On reference to the corresponding page (852) in the present 
edition it will be found that the necessary correction his been 


We shall be glad if, in justice to the editor, who is responsible for 
this portion of the work, you can find space to mention this in your 
next issue. Per pro. STEVENS & Sons (Limited), 

R. N. STEVENS, Director. 

119, Setar heen Dec. 2. 

(Unfortunately we have not yet received for review a copy of the 
new edition of the Annual Practice, or the previous edition would 
not have been cited.—Ep, S. J.] 





THE DUTIES OF COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—May I inquire what is the general understanding in the 
profession as to these ? 

Is a commissioner to be the legal adviser of every deponent who is 
brought before him? Is he to take every affidavit line by line and 
explain its effect until he has secured the distinct knowledge that the 

le t understands and appoves every word in it? Or, is his duty 
simply to ascertain from the deponent that the signature is his, and 
then ‘‘ to administer the oath” ? 

I have always supposed it was almost a point of honour among 
my fellow-commissioners to avoid acquainting one’s self with the 
contents ; but, if Mr. Justice Kay's ruling, and very strong remarks, 
in the River Mole case (reported on the 4th inst.) is correct, we have 
all been wrong. The sooner the correct course is made known—and, 


of —s contemporaneously, the scale of fees amended—the better. 
T 


or 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 


THE MAYOR, &, OF BURTON-ON-TRENT v. ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE 
OF BURTON-ON-TRENT UNION—No. 1, 25th November. 


Poon Barz—Rareaste Vatve—Assessment or Sewaczk Farm—Hyro- 
rurricaL Tenant—Parocuia, Asszssment Act, 1836 (6&7 Wu. 4, c. 


96), s. 1. 


case stated under 12 & 13 Vict. c. 45 on a to quarter 

against two rates. The ion of Bartttron-Toent had 
acquired certain land in the parish of Egginton, and laid it out as a sewage 
under the provisions of their local Act for the l of the sewage 
Barton. had also erected a pumping-station in the parish of 
to the sewage on to the sewage farm through mains. It 

to work the sewage farm except at a loss so long as it 

a farm, and if the tion desired to let it as a sewage 
one take it even at anominal rental. If disconnected from 
system 2 tenant would take it as agricultural land at a rent which 
pom £310 rateable a ree rae, with ite 
machinery, were specially designed for the pur of the 
system, and would be of no substantial value oF earene except 
care os as f eve “= —- system - was incap- 

4 purposes of the sewage 

with pumping-station erected thereon would be of 
5 rateable value. If the sewage farm, with ite present 
the pumping -rtation, belonged to a private owner, he would 
corporation would hire them as a sewage farm and pumping- 
rent sufficiently bigh to psy the two shee, te 

The Gupenties anna’ ‘aeus te 

should be 

at the value for which each would let to a tenant ie terisre 
used as part of the sewage system, but dis- 

for agricultural purposes. The Divisional 

, and Stephen, J.) gave judgment for the 
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it was not, and so it could not be said that the point was decided. No 
was there any ons there that the board would have been willing to 
become tenants of the sewers if they had not been the owners. The 
decisions now shewed that if any tenant, not excluding the occu 
owner, would give a rent for the premises as they were, then that rant 
must be taken into account in calculating the rateable value. Here it 
was found that the corporation, if the sewage farm aud pumping station 
had been in the hands of a private owner, would have been willing to 
become tenants at a rent hizh enough to support the present rates. That 
brought this case within the London School Board case. The cvse was not 
like Owens College v. Chorlton-upon-Medlock (35 W. K. 236,18 Q. B.D, 
403), as here the corporation were not prevented by their Act from 
becoming tenants of the premises. The higher rates must therefore stand, 
Lrypey and Lopzs, L JJ., concurred.—Oounsrt, Sir Richard We'ster, A G., 
and Fallarton ; Bosanquet,Q 0., and Etherington Smith. Soxtcrrors, J. @, 
Robinson § Wilkins, for H. Gosdger, Burton-on-Trent ; Geare, Son, ¢ Peass, 
for J.¢ W. J. Drewry, Burton-on-Trent. 


Re ARMFIELD—No. 2, 2nd December. 


Lunacy — JurIspicT1Ion 1n OnAmMBERS — Mongy paip into OHANCERY 
Diviston—Pertition For TRANSFER INTO LuNAcy—SuM EXCEEDING 
£1,000—R. 8.C, LV., 2. 


This was a petition for (inter alia) the transfer into lunacy of a sum 
exceeding £1,000, which had been paid into court in the Chancery 
Division under the Trustee Relief Act to the account of a person who 
was of unsound mind. The petition was entitled in Lunacy and in the 
Ohancery Division. A question had arisen whether it was necessary to 

resent a petition, and whether the application could not be dealt with 
y one of the Lords Justices sitting iv private. 


Tue Covrr (Corroy, Bowgn, and Fray, LJJ.) held that a petition 
was necessary, and they made the order upon the petition —Covunszt, 
A. L. Ellis. Soxtcrrons, Byrne § Lucas. 


THOMSON v. HUGHES—No. 2, 4th December. 


Practice—ApreAL FRoM OrpER IN CHAMBERS—CERTIFICATE OF JUDGE— 
Ricut or APPELLANT TO RAISE POINTS NOT RAISED IN CHAMBERS. 


This was an appeal from an order made by North, J., in chambers, 
and the question arose whether, on the appeal, the appellant was at 
liberty to ask for relief, which, though it was covered by the terms of his 
summons, was practically abandoned by him when the matter was before 
the judge in chambers. The action was brought to restrain an alleged 
infringement by the defendant of the plaintiff's patent. The defendant 
took out a summons in the common general form asking that the plaintiff 
might be ordered to make an affidavit of documents in his possession 
relating to the matters in question. On this summons North, J., made an 
order limited to certain specified classes of documents. The learned 
judge gave a certificate that the matter had been sufficiently discussed 

fore him in chambers, and that he did not require to hear any further 
argument in court. The defendant appealed direct to the Court of Appeal, 
asking, by his notice of appeal, that the plaintiff might be ordered to 
make an affidavit in the ordinary generalform. During the ene of 
the appeal Fry, LJ., consulted North, J., and it then appeared that 
when the case was before him in chambers, ae the defendant's 
counsel had asked for an order in the general form, he did not seriously 

ress for an beyond the limited order which was, in fact, made 
cae perhaps, as to one matter which the plaintiff’s counsel, on the 
hearing of the appeal, offered to concede), and no discussion took place 
in chambers as to any other documents. 


Tur Court (Corron, Bowzn, and Fry, L.JJ.) held that. under these 
circumstances, the order could not be varied further than the plaintiff's 
offer extended. Oorron, L.J., eaid that the judge had no doubt a dis- 
cretion with regard to such an affidavit; but it was a discretion to be 
exercised with reference to the issues which were to be raised at the trial 
of the action. The certificate of the judge that the matter had been 
sufficiently argued before him in chambers must be taken to mean that it 
had been sufficiently argued with reference to those points which were 
seriously pressed u a. The rule that the Court of Appeal would not 
entertain an appeal direct from chambers, unless the judge certified thac 
there had been a sufficient argument before him, applied, and prevented 
the court from entertaining an appeal upon any matter to which the 
certificate did not really extend. Bowszw and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.— 
Counsen, Moulton, Q0., and Chadwyck Healey; Bousfield, Soxicrrors, 
Hillearys ; Faithfull & Owen, 


DREYFUS v. THE PERUVIAN GUANO CO.—No, 2, 3rd December. 


Derention ov Goops—Damacrs—Errect ov Arromntment ov Raecetver 
—Lonp Oamne’ Acr (21 & 22 Vier. c. 27), 5. 2. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kay, igi Oh. D. 66). The 
action was brought in respect of an alleged wrongfd detention by the 
defendant company of some cargoes of guano. In 1876 the Government 
of Peru entered into « contract with the company to consign to them 
for sale eleven cargoes of guano. The company were to retain £4 15s. 

ton for expenses, and the balance of the proceeds of sale were to be 
Pela for the account of the government, The eleven cargoes were shipped 
in December, 1879. Disputes afterwards arose between the government 
and the company, inc nence of which the government sent the bills 





corporation. 

Tas Cover (Lord Esuex, MR, and Lawoiey and Lorzs, L.JJ.) reversed 
the judgment. Lord Esuxn, M.K., said that the decisions in ai cases 
had been progressive, and as cach question was settled logenuilty was 
exercleed to raise new ones. The question whether an occupying owner 
should be’ considered as « ical tenant was never raised until the 
case A the London School Board +. Bt, Lemards, Shoreditch (34 W. ¥. 583, 
17 @. B.D. 734). The question no donbt, have been raised in Reg. 
’. Motropehiin Boark of Works (V7 W. BR. 527, L. Rh. 4. B. 15) and Metro- 
wlan hf Works +. Wet Ham 19 W. KR 246, L. Bh. 6 Q. B, 194), but 


of lading of the cargoes to the plaintiffs. The company, notwithstand- 
ing, the t to possession of the cargos, and on the 27th of 
April, 1880, the fesued the writ in this action against the 


Jec, 7, 1889, 5 









2 sum 
anCery 
2 who 
in the 
ry to 

with 


ition 
NSEL, 


































































Dec 7, 1389. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 












company and the masters of the ships, claiming delivery of the cargoes ; 
an injunction to restrain the company from receiving them; and the 
appointment of a receiver. On the 30th of April, 1880, on the plaintiffs’ 
motion for an interim injunction and a receiver, an order was made, with 
the consent of the company, dismissing the action against the masters of 
the ships. And, on the undertaking of the company that the os by 
them of the cargoes should be without prejudice to any question, that 
they would keep separate accounts of their receipts and ture in 
reapect of the cargoes, and abide by any order of the court as to the 
cargoes or their proceeds, it was ordered that the costs of the motion 
should be costs in the action. The order was to be without prejudice to 
any question in the action. When this order was made only two of the 
cargoes had arrived in Europe, and none of them had been actually re- 
ceived by the company. By their statement of claim, delivered in July, 
1880, the plaintiffs claimed delivery of the cargoes ; damages for their de- 
tention ; and an injunction to restrain the company from receiving them. 
In November, 1880, the company delivered their defence, by which they 
stated that they had taken possession of the cargoes, but 
they denied that their possession was wrongful. They denied 
the title of the pleintiffs to the cargoes, and claimed the 
right to receive them. On the 17th of December, 1880, an order was 
made for the appointment of a receiver of all the cargoes, or of the 

of their sale; and on the 23rd of February, 1881, a receiver was 
appointed. On the 8th of March, 1881, an order was made giving liberty 
to the company to sell two of the cargoes, they paying the gross — 
of sale to the receiver. On the 13th of January, 1885, Bacon, V.C., gave 
judgment in the action, declaring that the plaintiffs were entitled to all 
the cargoes, and that the company were not entitled to be reimbursed any 
expenses incurred by them, except in relation to the two cargoes included 
in the order of the 8th of March, 1881. The judgment directed an inquiry 
‘‘ What damages have been sustained by the plaintiffs by reason of the 
detention by the defendant company of the cargoes of guano in question.” 
From this judgment the company appealed ; but on the hearing of the 
appeal they abandoned their claim to the cargoes, and did not contest 
the inquiry as to damages, but limited their appeal to the question whether 
they were entitled to be reimbursed the expenses which they had incurred 
in relation to the cargoes. The Court of Appeal dismissed the appeal. 
The company appealed to the House of Lords (limiting the appeal in the 
same way), and the House of Lords varied the judgment by allowing to 
the company the freight and landing charges in yn of the cargoes 
which they had received, so far as the same had not been already repaid 
to them by the Peruvian Government. In other respects the House of 
Lords affirmed the judgment. The inquiry as to was prosecuted 
in chambers, and the chief clerk found that the plaintiffs were entitled 
to the following amounts for damages for detention of cargoes—viz. : 
(1) £2,148, diminution of gross proceeds owing to the sale having been 
made by the receiver instead of by the plaintiffs themselves ; (2) £351, 
increased expenses of sales ; (3) £26,757 for loss of interest on those sums 
and on the actual proceeds of the cargoes till judgment, less interest 
gained in court; and (4) £854, interest on those sums from Ly ope to 
the date of the certificate. The defendants moved to vary the chief 
clerk’s certificate, contending that, in accordance with the principle of 
the decision of the House of Lords in allowing them reimbursement of 
expenses, there could have been no wrongful detention by them ; and that 
the inquiry ought to have been satisfied by assessing nominal 8 
only. Kay, J., refused to vary the certificate. He was of opinion that, 
as the company had avowed their intention of ing possession of the 
cargoes, and the plaintiffs were entitled to an injunction to prevent them 
from doing so, Lord Cairns’ Act gave the plaintiffs a right to , and 
that the order of the 30th of April, 1880, which placed the cargoes in 
medio, and was equivalent to the appointment of a receiver, did not affect 
that right. Independently of this consideration, his lordship thought that 
the plaintiffs’ right to substantial dam was concluded by the form of 
the judgment which was affirmed by the House of Lords, except as to the 
allowance of expenses to the defendants. 


Tue Cover (Corron, Bowsn, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, 
Bowsn, L J., differing from the other members of the court. Oorron, 
L J., said that the course taken by the defendants had placed the court 
in some difficulty. In the House of Lords they abandoned their we 
as regarded the inquiry as to damages, and the —— of Bacon, V.C., 
was affirmed by the House of Lords so far as it ted to that inquiry. 
This court, whatever the House of Lords could do, were bound by the 
judgment of Bacon, V.O., as affirmed and varied by the House of Lords. 
The only question in his opinion was, therefore, what was the meaning of 
that judgment, and, having re; to the pleadings, he thought that the 
meaning of the inquiry was, What was the damage caused to the plain- 
tiffs by reason of the guano ie | taken ssion of and realized by the 
receiver or by the defendants? Bowrn, L J., differed. Thea case h t 
into an intricate tangle, but he thought this court could cut the Gord 
knot. In his opinion the order of the House of Lords and the reasons 
were inconsistent with the inquiry as worked out by the chief clerk. He 
thought it was inconsistent according to legal principle that the defend- 
ants should be allowed disbursements, such as payments for freight and 
landing charges, if they could be considered as ha ually de- 
tained the cargoes after the order of the 30th of April, 1881. That order 
was made by consent, and it was in consequence of that order, not of the 
venge conduct of the defendants, that any subsequent loss occurred, 
and the plaintiffs could not claim damages if it turned out in the result 
that they had suffered loss by reason of that order, to which they had for 
their own purposes consented, Tho vico of the fia of the chief clerk 
was that he had lumped all the cargoes together. © defendants had 
wrongfully detained some of tho cargoes before action brought; others 
had not come {nto their possession till afterwards, He thought the in- 


quiry might properly be worked out as to part of the detention by giving 
nominal damages, Fry, L.J., said he never felt himself ina 
greater difficulty. If the court took there of 
oth th san wy danger sd cota Gee : to the Fw Boy = 
other there was the contrary t 
Vice-Chancellor, which the House 
to the conclusion that the court was bound by that part of the judgment 
of Bacon, V.C., which directed the inqury, and that the meaning of the 
inquiry was that it was to goto the loss sustained by the ee 
reason of their not having the possession and realization of any of the 
it 


In the course of the arguments of 
that, wader Last Coted Ast, Rose ane: gore. Se. Guest 


Tux Court expressed a unanimous op’ verse 
Counsrt, Sir R. BE. Webster, A.G., Rigby, oe and Haldane ; Sir Horace 


Davey, Q.0., and Ingle Joyce. Soxtcrrors, 
Clements. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
BOURKE v. DAVIS—Kay, J., 3rd December. 


Rrver—Ricut or Wayr—Boatinc—Hicuway—PaescripTion—DepicaTion 
—Evipence—AFFIDAVIT8s—COoMMISSIONER TO ADMINISTER OaTus. 


This was an action to restrain the defendant from interfering with some 
posts and chains which the plaintiff, the owner of the bed of the river, had 
in the river Mole in order to stop the waterway, and a counter-claim 
y the defendant for an injunction to restrain any hindrance to the passage of 
his boats. The evidence shewed that the part of the river in question was 
not tidal ; could not, owing to mills, be reached by boata from below ; that 
its depth was artificial and depended on the mill ; that itnever wasa 
way from any one public place to another ; and that it was doubtful whether 
the public had ever had any right of access to it for boats. The defendant 
cleimed a right of public highway, not a right of recreation by custom. 
Kay, J., said that on the evidence it must be taken that the user of the 


river for boating had always been permissive, and not of t. Other 
riparian owners might have a private right of way, but on that ve na 
opinion. The defendant must be from interfering with the 


posts and chains. 

In the course of the case certain witnesses contradicted statements made 
by them in affidavits sworn in the action. 

Kay, J., said that it was the commissioner’s duty, before he administered 
the oath, to satisfy himself that the witness did thoroughly understand 
what he was going to swear to; and that he should not be satisfied on this 
point by anyone but the witness himself.—Covnsat, Rigdy, Q.C., 
Q.0., and Levett ; Harris, Q.C., Nasmith, Q.C., and Oswald. Soxscrrors, 
Lewis §& Lewis ; Thomas Noton. 


PRATT v. INMAN—Chitty, J., 4th December. 


R.8.C., XLII, 3, 6—Execvrron—Werrr or Saquesrration—ADMINIsTRA- 
TION—Banxkruprey—Jupicatcrgr Act, 1875, s. 10—Bankeverer Acr, 
1883, ss. 45, 46. 
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Act, 1875, s. 10, into the law of administration, but were a set of express 
provisions applicable to circumstances which did not exist in the present 
case—e.g., to circumstances where the estate was insolvent and a tion 
had presented in bankruptcy. The motion was dismissed with costs. 
The hearing of the motion was treated as the hearing of the action.— 
Counszn, Byrne, Q.C , and Dibdin ; Romer, Q.C., and Clydesdale. Soxtct- 
tors, R. J. Witty; Coode, Kingdon, $ Cotton, for E. F. Chamier, Stratton. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
COOPER v. HUGGINS; KENDRICK (Claimant)—30th November. 


Buu or Sate—Personat Cuarrets — “* SPECIFICALLY 
Picturgs. 


The question in this county court appeal was whether a bill of sale was 
gcod against a judgment creditor of the grantor in respect of twelve 
pictures comprised therein. The tiff had recovered judgment against 
the defendant for £41, and had seized his furniture in execution. He was 
met by a bill of sale, the schedule to which contained a catalogue of the 
furniture in the debtor’s house, and, amongst the contents of a particular 
room, there were included ‘‘ twelve oil paintings in gilt frames.’’ The 
= creditor contended, upon the authority of Witt v. Banner (35 

. R. 761, 20 Q. B. D. 114) aud Carpenter v. Deen (33 Soxtcrrors’ JouRNAL, 
590), that these pictures were not ‘‘ specifically described ’’ within section 
4 of the Bills of Sale Act (1878) Amendment Act, 1882. On the part of 
the claimant, those cases were distinguished, upon the ground that the 
pictures in the one and the milch cows in the other were part of the stock- 
in-trade of tradesmen, and required a more exact description than similar 
chattels in the ion of a te individual. The county court judge 
decided in favour of the bill of sale; and 

Fry, L.J., in affirming his decision, said that some chattels were 

of more accurate description than others, and regard must be 
had to the character of the chattels in each case. In the case of pictures 
belonging to a picture dealer more exactness would be required than 
where they belonged to a private person and were in a particular room 
im bis house. There was no evidence in the present case of the value of 
the pictures, and therefore it was not to be supposed they were of such 
akind as to demand the addition of the artists’ names. They were 
described as oils, as being in gilt frames, and in one particular room, 
and that was sufficient. Marnew, J., concurred.—Counsen, H. T. 
Waddy ; McCullagh. Souictrons, Hoddinott 4: Davis ; Grove. 


Descrinep ?— 


STEVENS ». HOUSSLOW BURIAL BOARD—28th and 29th November. 


Burmat Boarp—Contractr—Exrras—Ricut To Recovern—MerTRogo.iTaNn 
Bonus Act, 1852 (15 & 16 Vicr. c. 85), ss. 24, 31—Counry Covrt— 
Payment isto Covrt—Transrer of Action—Time—Return Dayr— 
Covnrry Covers Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), ss. 107, 186. 


Appeal from the Marylebone County Court. This case raised an im- 
question as to the necessity for a contract with a burial board for 
works or repairs under section 31 of the Metropolitan Burials Act, 1852, 
being under seal. This provision (amongst others) is extended to extra- 
ceed query by section 7 of the Burials Act, 1853. The facts 
, and were, shortly, these :—The plaintiff, a builder, had 
entered into a contract, dated the 5th of ber, 1888, with the de- 
fendant board to execute certain repairs in about the chapel and lod, 
adie g tf h dM sane A bode cadens 
progress ese it evident 
that some farther work was necessary, and at the suggestion of the board’s 
— the plaintiff carried this out also. This extra work consisted of 
items, such as a wall and putting up a cupboard, and ite 
amounted in the whole to £11. It was approved by the surveyor 
finished. The plaintiff sued in the county court to recover this sum, 
that, there being no contract under the seal of the board 
extras,’’ he was debarred from recovering. It was argaed 
the taken the benefit of the plaintiff's work were 
denying the ity or existence of a contract: also that emall 
and necessary work done for trifling sums were excepted from the 
to the of a contract under seal with a corporate body. 
ie v. Guardians of Bradfield Union (14 W. R. 731, L. R. 1 Q. B. 620) 
cited.] There was a cross-appeal by the defendants from the decision of 
Beare ded grat apap res on the ground that a 
they (with a defence denying liability) of 
moneys claimed under the contract and for the 
The rule requires such payment into court to be 
day: ity Court Rules, 1889, 
summons was issued on the 14th of March, 1889, 
County Court. The return day was the 12th of 
of April the registrar at Brentford made an order 
Marylebone County Court, where the 
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the purposes of this Act’’ ; they are to specify four things—namely, the 
em to be done, the prices, the time for completion, and the z 
for ene they are to be entered in the minutes. The 
object of these provisions is to prevent facilities for entering into contracty 
which might lead to what is known as ‘‘jobbery,’’ the proviso as to ad- 
v contracts above the value of £100 is directed to the same object. 
In this case the burial board wanted certain work done, they prepared 
specifications, and on September 5, 1888, they entered tract 
under their seal with the tiff to do that work. The price was fixed at 
£38, and the other ites under section 31 are there. As the work 
went on it was found that further things were necessary, and these are 
what are called the ‘“‘extras.” They are matters which, in my opinion, 
might have been included in the s cation if the attention of the board 
ee called to them, and t gg been peg for by the con- 
tract; they are things necessary for the pur, of the Act as much as 
the works ed in the contract. As to eon there was no contract, 
and I am of opinion that the plaintiff is debarred from recovering. If I 
were to hold otherwise I should be enabling a surveyor who had friendly 
feelings towards a builder (though I am far from saying that there was 
any of that kind here) to alter a fixed contract into a much larger 
affair. this case the extras amount to more than a fourth part of the 
original amount under the contract. If we were to allow a claim of this 
kind we should be letting in the mischief which the Act was intended to 
exclude. It is said that these repairs were trivial matters, and come under 
the well-known exception as to contracts under seal, they might be so in 
some cases, but here they were part of the larger enterprize, and as they were 
not included in the contract the plaintiff cannot recover in respect of them. 
The appeal, therefore, must fail. Maruew, J., differed. In respect of small 
necessary repairs and other such matters of everyday occurrence, as 
opposed to substantial works, the board had a common law right to con- 
tract without seal. The question was, under which class did these 
‘extras’ fall? The plaintiff had entered into a formal contract with 
the board as to certain work, and beyond that work he was employed to 
do these small jobs. The board had had the advantage of the plaintiff's 
work, and were taking the technical point that there was no contract under 
seal in respect to it. He could not come to the conclusion that these 
extra items were under the scope of the original employment. It could not 
be donbted that if another tradesman had been employed to do these 
small jobs he would have been entitled to recover, and the fact of this 
tradesman having made a written contract as to other matters could not 
make any difference. He could not agree with the Lord Justice, and 
thought that this appeal ought to be allowed; but, in accordance with 
the custom, he withdrew his judgment, 

On the point of county court procedure, both judges were agreed that, 
upon the construction of section 186 of the County Courts Act, 1888, the 
15th, and not the 12th, of April was the return day, and that the payment 
into court was in time. 

The plaintiff's appeal was dismissed, with costs, and the case referred 
back to the county court judge to decide, under section 107 of the Act, as 
to the defendants’ costs, having regard to the decision of the court that 
the payment in was in time. Leave to ap granted.—Counsgt, Lowe ; 
Yelverton. Soxicrtors, Charles Robinson § Co. ; Ruston, Clark, § Ruston. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ez parte HECQUARD, Re HECQUARD—O. A. No. 1, 8th November. 


Banxrurtcy—Recaiving Ogpgr—JvuRisDICTION —FORBIGNSR DOMICILED 
abroaD—‘' Dwaiiina-Houss ” in ENGLAND—DsxroR HAVING BUT ONE 
CrepitorR AND NO Asssts—Banxavurtoy Act, 1883, s. 6, suB-sECTION 
1 (2). 

A question arose in this case as to the jurisdiction of the Court of 
the Bankraptoy Ack 1863, provides, by sub-section 1, that “a creditor 
the Act, ‘ es, sub- m 1, that “‘a r 
shall not be entitled to present Leaheaphey petition ogeinst © Adtiher 
unless ’’ (inter alia) ‘* ( debtor is domiciled England, or, within a 
year before the date of the presentation of the petition, ordinarily 
resided or had a dwelling-house or place of business in England.” In the 

resent case the debtor was a domiciled man tin France, 
ut he for a period of three months, ee 2 pee See the petition was 


presented, occu furnished rooms in London. The rooms were on the 
third and floors of a house, and he had the exclusive use of them. 
He lived there d the three months with his wife and some servants, 


one of whom he t from France. He paid uent visits to 
France, where he had left his children. He came over to England for the 
of an action which he had brought against the ponnens 

cr in the Ohancery Division. The age 4 tition was found 
on a judgment debt which the tioning creditor recovered in an 
action in the Queen’s Bench Division, brought upon a prior jadgment 
which he had obtained the debtor in a French court, and which 
remained unsatisfied. act of bankruptcy ed was the non-com- 
liance with a bankruptcy notice issued after the debtor had returned to 
‘rance, and served on him by means of an order for substituted service. 
It was objected that the debtor had not within the year ‘‘ ordinarily 
resided or had a dwelling-house in England.” The registrar held that the 
de had within the year “ resided in England.” Another 
0 ee S Sa eeeee oe that the debtor had no creditor, except the 
tioning , and no assets, in England. It was not proved that 
was any other creditor. A third objection was, that the debtor's 
dlaim in the Chancery action exceeded the amount of the claim of the 
petitioning creditor against him, and that the bankruptcy proceedings 
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were taken for the purpose of stopping the Chancery action. The regis- 
trar made a receiving order. 

Tue Oovrt (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Lrvpiey and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Lord Esuzr, M.R , said that the question was whether the 
debtor had brought himself within the English bankruptcy law. The 
question whether he had ‘‘ ordivarily resided ”’ in England was immaterial, 
because, in his lordship’s opinion, the facts shewed that he had had a 
‘“‘dwelling-house” in Eng within a year before the date of the presenta- 
ition. It was clear from the section that it was not neces- 


tion of the peti 
sary that the debtor should have had the dwelling-house for the whole 
tor, but had had a 


ear. If he was not a mere casual passer-by or 
we -house within this country, he became liable to the bankruptcy 
law. Act did not define a ‘‘ dwelling-house,’’ and the question was, 
what was the meaning of the term. The debtor had not taken rooms at 
an hotel in the ordinary way, but had taken furnished rooms on two 
floors of a house, which were entered from a common staircase. The 
debtor had the exclusive use of those rooms, aad he was not a lodger, but 
was a tenant of the person of whom he took them. He lived with his 
wife and his servants in the rooms, and those rooms were, in his lordship’s 
opinion, a ‘‘ dwelling-house”’ within the my ay section 6. The debtor 
was, therefore, liable to the English bankruptcy law. It was said that the 
petitioning creditor was the only creditor in England, and that there were 
no assets in England, and that therefore bankruptcy proceedings could not 
be maintained. That of itself was not sufficient, even if it was true, to 
compel the registrar to dismiss the petition. There might be good reasons 
for my - @ man a bankrupt, although he had only one creditor. A 
trustee in bankruptcy had power to realize assets which could not be got 
at in any other way. But the fact that only one creditor sgoeemet before 
the registrar on the hearing of the petition was no proof he was the 
only creditor. It was not the petitioning creditor's duty to prove that 
there were other creditors. When the receiving order had been made, and 
advertisements had issued, it was quite possible that other creditors might 
come in. The question whether there were assets in this country could 
not properly be decided on the hearing of the petition. After a receiving 
order had been made the time would come for inquiring into the assets. 
Then it was said that the bankruptcy petition had been ema with 
the object of staying the debtor’s action in the Chancery Division against 
the petitioning creditor. If it were shewn that the petition had been pre- 
sented in order to prevent the trial of a fairly doubtful action, that would 
be an abuse of the process of the court. But in this case the creditor had 
a fair and honest reason for having recourse to bankruptcy proceedings. 
He had obtained a judgment against the debtor in France, which he had 
been unable to realize there, and when he found his debtor in England he 
had taken these proceedings against him. The mere fact that there was 
an action by the debtor against the creditor—a very shadowy and doubt- 
ful action—was not of itself sufficient to prevent the creditor from taking 
advantage of the bankruptcy laws. Linpiey and Lorrs, L.JJ., concurred.— 
Counset, Sidney Woolf and Ringwood; Herbert Reed. Soxtcrrors, Lumley § 
Lumley ; Smiles, Binyon, § Ollard. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


ROWLEY v. SOUTHWELL ; SOUTHWELL v. ROWLEY—North, J., 
30th November. 


Soricrron-——Costs—Onarcinc Orper—‘' Property RECOVERED OR PRE- 
SERVED ” — APPLICATION TO ENFORCE OsArcr ny SateE—SeErvICE oN 
PERSONS INTERESTED—Soxrcrrors Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vier. c. 127), s. 28. 


This was a summons by a solicitor in the above actions, asking that the 
sum of £91 7s. 10d., the amount of his taxed costs, charges, and expenses 
as the solicitor of the plaintiffs in the first action, together with interest 
thereon from the date of the taxing master’s certificate, and the costs of 
the present application and consequent thereon, might be raised by a sale 
of certain property comprised in a marriage settlement. The actions were 
brought for the execution of the trusts of the settlement. The persons 
interested under the trusts were a lady, who was the tenant for life, and 
her four daughters, who were entitled in remainder. The plaintiffs in 
the first action were Rowley, one of the trustees, and Mrs. Green, the 
tenant for life, and three of her children ; the sole defendant was South- 

the other trustee. The sole plaintiff in the second action was 
Southwell; the defendants were Rowley and Mrs. Green. Her fourth 
child, Mrs. Allen, was not a to either action. On the 8th of Febru- 
ary, 1883, judgment was given in both actions for the execution of the 
trusts, and a receiver of the rents was appointed. An ing was at the 
same time directed which of the two ob = should be ed with and 
who should have the conduct of it, and the further consideration of the 
actions was adjourned. On the 17th of April, 1883, the chief clerk certi- 
fled that the action Southwell v. Rowley should be proceeded with, and that 
Southwell should have the conduct of it. On the Ist of May this certifi- 
cate was approved by the judge, and the action Rowley v. Southwell was 
accordingly stayed by an order dated the 11th of May. In June, 1883, 
the plaintiffs in that action changed their solicitor, and on the 18th of 
March, 1885, he obtained in chambers an order declaring that he, as 
solicitor for the plaintiffs in Rowley v. Southwell and for the defendants in 
Southwell v. Rowley, was entitled to a on upon the property subject to 
the trusts of the settlement for his costs, charges, and expenses 
(when taxed) of, and in reference to, the two actions as such solicitor as 
aforesaid, and a reference was ordered to the taxing master to tax the 


— 5 ny | it was ops eto val - solicitor — be at li to 
Pp ve the amount of su costa ys expenses 
i a sale of the property and paid to him. Mrs. len 


was not a party to 


clerk thereupon directed the solicitors 

the further consideration of the actions. This summons and the solicitor’s 
summons came on for hearing by North, J., on the 28th of January, 1889. 
He was of opinion that no further consideration of the actions was necessary 
or proper, and he dismissed the summons for further consideration. 
it appearing that on the solicitor’s summons there were no solicitors 
ae Os ae 6 Oe ne eee 
summons to stand over generally ; liberty was given solicitor 
serve the children. He afterwards to serve the children 
sonally, but was unable to discover their addresses, and on the 1 
ae, Se oe oe an ey Se See 
service 0 summons by serving same, together with a copy o! 
order, on a member of the firm of solicitors who were ac to Mrs. 
Green, the tenant for life, at the office of the firm, should be deemed good 
service of the summons upon the four children oye When the 
matter came again before the chief clerk in cham it was 
produced, made by one of the firm who were 
tenant for life, and the chief clerk came to the conclusion that the order 
of the 18th of February was insufficient, and that the children, other than 
one (not Mrs. Allen) for whom the solicitors of the tenant for life were 
authorized to accept service, had not had any notice of the summons. On the 
15th of April, 1889, another order was made ir. chambers, on the applica- 
tion of the solicitor, that } wy ees 3 by advertisement of the sum- 
mons, and of the time fixed for the adjourned hearing thereof, in certain 
specified newspapers should be deemed good service of the summons upon 
two other (named in the order) of the children. Mrs. Allen was not 
named in this order. The summons for a sale now came on again for hear- 
ing. Oounsel ap for the tenant for life and one of her children ; 
other three children were = ———— The objection = 
raised that the proper time for application was on further 
consideration A Gooden. Kmmere 3 ected that no notice had been 
given to Mrs. Allen, the second order for substituted service not applying 
to her. Hunt v. Austin (9 Q. B. D. 598) was referred to. In that 
charging order for costs having been made upon a fand in court to 
the defendant was entitled, the solicitor took out a summons for payment 
of the fund to him. The summons could not be served personally, as the 
defendant’s address could not be discovered, and he appeared to be wil- 
service. The Court of Appeal held that an order for sub- 
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te 


fully ev. 
stituted ice by advertisement could be made, and they said that, if 
the defendant did not then appear, the order asked for would be made in 
his absence. 

Norrs, J., held that the first objection was disposed of by his former 
decision, that further was unnecessary. He was of 
that the children other than Mrs. Allen had been sufficiently . He 


could not interfere with the charging order already made. But he 
thought that no sufficient notice had been given to Mrs. Allen. She must 
be served by advertisement in the seme way as the other two children, as 
her address could not be discovered. Meanwhile the summons must be again 
adjourned. A month’s notice must be to Mra. Allen of the 
fixed for the adjourned hearing. If she did not then the order for 
sale would be made. In making this order he follo Hunt v. Austin.— 
CounsgL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and P. &. Gregory ; Methold, Soxrrcrrors, W. 
Brewer ; Pyke § Parrott. 


Re RACKHAM, CARTER v. RACKHAM—Chitty, J., 5th December. 


Sourcrrors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, Genzrat Orper, 6—Scarz Cxancrs— 
ApsinistraTion Actron—E.scrion—Saxe or Reatry. 

In this case, by an order made in a creditor’s administration action, 
defendant, the devisee of the testator’s real estate, was given leave to sell 
the same, the aeceased’s estate being probably insolvent. The defend 
ant’s solicitors gave notice to the defendant that they intended, with 
respect to the work done in connection with the sale, to charge not by 
scale. Thio notice was given te the defendant . In the result it 
appeared that the notice was ineffectual, not having been given before the 
business was undertaken. 

Currry, J., however, observed that his a. was that ina 


case like the present the eolicitor intending 
should bring the matter to the attention of the dudes in chambers, and 


certainly should give notice to the plaintiff.— 
Martelli. Soutcrrors, Martelli, for Leathes Prior, 


JACOBS ». VAN BOOLEN, Er ROBERTS—Q. B. 4 

and’ Apri, 1888" 190). 2 OL yee 
Recetvek or Rents or Leasexonp Property aprpormtep on APPLIcaTron 
or Jupemenr Craprror—Parnaent or Rent. 

This was an appeal from an order in chambers by Pollock, B. The 
a ts were the trustees of the will of Mr. Charles Roberts, deceased, 
w wat omgae hy one Munday the lease of a house in Little Newport- 
street, Soho. The lease 
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ment of the rent, or, in the alternative, for leave to bring an action of 
ejectment against the receiver. An order in terms of the summons was 
made by consent, but, on failure to pay the rent within the time named 
in the order, the appellants again applied to his lordship for an order 
personally on the receiver for payment of the rent or for leave to distrain ; 
but his lordship was of opinion that they were estopped from asking any 
further relief than that given by the first order, and suggested that the 
appellants should bring their action of ejectment. From this decision 
the appellants appealed, and 


Tue Court (Denman and Wits, JJ.), overruling his lordship, were 
of opinion that the receiver's first duty was to pay the head rent of the 
premises, and acco’ ly ted the receiver, out of the moneys re- 
ceived by him, to pay the half-year’s rent then due and also the future 
rent.—CounseL, Archibald J. Allen; Thomas Terrell. Sowtctrors, Allen ¢ 
Son; Bagot, Harte, § Co. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF LIVERPOOL. 


The sixty-second annual general meeting of this society was held on 
the 13th ult., the president (Mr. R. S. Cleaver) in the chair. 

The report of the committee and the treasurer’s accounts having been 
taken as read, the president delivered the address, from which we gave 
extracts last week :— 

It was moved by the president, seconded by the vice-president, and re- 
solved :—‘‘ That the report of the committee, together with the treasurer's 
accounts, be approved and adopted; and that the same be printed and 


¢ 2 

It was moved by Mr. Gray Hill, seconded by Mc. Martin, and re- 
solved :—"‘ That the thanks of the meeting be given to the president for 
his address, and that the same be printed as part of the report.’’ 

The following gentlemen were elected to fill the vacancies upon the 
committee for the term of three years next ensuing:—Messrs. J. W. 
= Bellringer, F. H. Kendall, OC. H. Morton, W. T. Rogers, 
W. M. Simpson, and A. T. Squarey. 

It was moved by Mr. Radcliffe W. Smith, seconded by Mr. Enoch 
Harvey, and resolved :—‘‘ That the thanks of the society be given to the 
president, officers, and members of the committee for their services 
during the past year.”’ 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 


Members.—The society now consists of 309 members, and the number 
of barristers and others, not being members, who subscribe to the library 
is forty-one. 

Solicitors’ Annual Certificate Duty.—For many years past a section of the 

has been agitating for the repeal of this duty, and during the 
two years a Bill has been before Parliament having such repeal for 
ect. At a general meeting of the Associated Provincial Law 
held on the 21st of March, a resolution was passed (with only 
one dissentient) disapproving of the abolition of the duty. The question 
was also discussed at a special general meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society of the United Kingdom, held on the 12th of April, when a re- 
solution was passed, 5 pn te yee votes to forty, to the effect that a 
petition in favour of the repeal of the duty should be prepared and sent 
to all members of the profession ; but the council declined to take any 
— for that purpose. Their action was upheld at the annual meeting 
held in July. The committee are of opinion that upon the whole the 
retention of the duty operates directly as a protection to the profession 
and indirectly to the public, and they cordially concur with the view held 
by the counci!, 

County Court Practice—In contemplation of new rules, which were ex- 
to be issued under the County Courts Act, 1888, the committee 
considerable time to the tion of observations designed to 

suggest improvements in the practice and the allowances for costs, which 
are These observations were sent to the Lord Chancellor, 
with a request that he would afford the committee an opportunity of 
any rules intended to be issued. His lordship’s reply was to 
the effect it was not his intention at present to make any substantial 
alterations in the existing rules, except so far as might be necessary in 
consequence of changes in the law introduced by the Act, but that the 
suggestions would be carefully considered and borne in mind. Prints of 
the observations were also sent to the members of the Rule Committee of 
County Court Judges. Suggestions for new rules and revised scales of 
costs were also prepared by the ated Law of the United 
Kingdom and sent to the Lord Chancellor. In December last his lordshi 
a print of the rules and scales intended to be famed, 
These were carefully considered by the committee, who found that some 
of their suggestions had been adopted in the rules, but that the scales 
practically a reissue of the old ones. The committee thereupon sub- 
his lordship further suggestions incort the scales of costs 
ag me the I Law Society, but, in the result, the rules 
as came into force, his lordship stating that the views of the com- 
mittee would not be lost sight of in the event of the issue of a further code 
ofrules. Atthe annual meeting of the Associated Provincia) Law Societies 
the present year a resolution, moved the president of this society 
seconded oy ery pe of the Manchester Law Association, was 
it was desirable that the existing scales of costes 
that the Incorporated Law Society of the United 
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Kingdom should be asked to take steps to secure the adoption of the 
scales which formed part of the suggestions of that society. The com. 
mittee do not intend to abandon their efforts to secure improvements in 
the ae and scales of costs, and hope to achieve some substantial results 
ere long. 


Land Transfer Bill.—This Bill was introduced into the House of Lords 
by the Lord Chancellor on the 25th of February, 1889. It was compen 
by the issue in January of new rules and reduced scales of fees for regu- 
lating the practice er the Land Transfer Act, 1875. These rules were 
aimed chiefly at facilitating registration with a possessory title, and 
— that the concurrence of a solicitor in the _—— was to be no 
onger required. They were shortly afterwards followed by a document 
of a most remarkable character, dated the 1st of February, 1889, issued 
from the Land try and published in the daily papers. It was called 
**Note as to New Scales of Office and Solicitors’ Fees,” and invited the 
public in italicized phs to come to the registry and transact their 
conveyancing business for themselves without the intervention of solici- 
tors, and instituted comparisons between the office fees and solicitors’ 
scale costs. These comparisons were of the most misleading character— 
¢.g., office fees for a transfer of registered land were compared with soli- 
citor’s scale costs in the case of unregistered land, igno the expenses in- 
cidentto registration with an absolute titlv, which should have been included 
in the office fees to make the com: v.complete. In the course of some 
correspondence which passed between this society and the registry it was 
announced that the note had been withdrawn. e Land Transfer Bill 
introduced as above-mentioned was practically a reproduction of the Bill 
of 1888, as amended by the Select Committee of the House of Lords, up 
to and including clause 54. It is needless to say that the Bill was very 
carefully watched by your committee throughout its career. The measure 
still aimed at making registration compulsory, and therefore, eventually, 
universal, but deferred compulsion until the happening of one of two events 
—viz., (2) the dealing with the land by sale or settlement or otherwise 
than by conveyance of an estate in reversion or by way of mortgage or 
of transfer of aaa. In this event the Bill cast the duty and cost of 
registration upon the grantee and not on the landowner, and the penalty, 
instead of being of the sweeping character originally suggested, was con- 
fined to an enactment that until after registration the grantee should not 
acquire a complete title to the land. (6) The death of the landowner. 
In this event the successor, in addition to the already heavy claims for 
succession duty, was to be compelled to pay the fees for registration, 
whether he should desire to register the land or not—the object apparently 
being in this way to compel him actually to register. The Bill was referred 
by the House of Lords to a select committee com of the same mem- 
bers, with one exception, as that which dealt with the Bill of last year. 
At a meeting of the Associated Provincial Law Societies held in March 
resolutions similar in effect to those passed at the conference of law 
societies held in 1888 (set forth in last year’s report) were adopted, and a 
special committee was appointed to dcal with the Bill, composed of 
nominees of the following law societies—viz , Birmingham, Bristol, Here- 
fordshire, Leeds, roe Fg Manchester, and Newcastle-upon-Tyne. The 
— and, failing him, the vice-president, was accordingly nominated 

y your committee to represent the views of this society. The special 
committee met in London on the 5th of April, and, after discussing the 
provisions of the Bill in detail, adopted a series of amendments of clauses 
as the undwork of future action. On the 17th of April the com- 
mittee separate interviews with Lords Bramwell, Hobhouse, and 
Herschell. They obtained from them much veluable information as to 
the progress made and the views entertained by the select committee, 
and on some important points—e g., on the question of officers of the 
Land Transfer Board doing business for the public, their views were 
received with distinct approval. Lord Hobhouse promised to take ch 
of the n amendments in committee. In May, in view of the 
probability that the Bill would reach the Commons, it was resolved that 
the members of that House ought to be approached individually on the 
subject of the Bill by their constituents. Accordingly a form of letter to 
be addressed to Members of Parliament, dealing with the objectionable 
features of the Bill, and agg members to receive deputations, was 
prepared by your committee, prints for signature were sent to all 
solicitors practising in Liverpool and within twenty miles thereof. The 
response to this appeal was almost unanimously favourable. Similar —_ 
were taken throughout tho country, but the ultimate withdrawal of the 
Bill rendered further proceedings unnecessary. The thanks of your 
committee are due to Mr. Brewis, of St. Helens; Mr. ©. Hill, of 
Ormskirk; Mr. J. J. Oockshott, of Southport; Mr. R. Davies, of 
Warrington; Mr. T. R. Ellis, of W: ; Mr. W. T. Husband, of 
Widnes; Mr. J. Lamb, of Birken ; and Mr. W. H. Linaker, of 
Runcorn, for assistance in their immediate districts. In due course the 
report of the Lords’ Committee was issued, when it appeared that the 
principle of compulsory registration was still retained ; and that, while 
valuable amendments had been made, the Bill was still characterized by 
many objectionable provisions. Your committee continued to address 
various members of the House of Lords, requesting them to —— the 
Bill on the third reading. On the 25th of June the third reading was 
carried, but only by the narrow majority of 113 to 104. The order for 
passing the Bill was postponed to the 5th of July, and, as the practice of 
the House of Lords admits of substantive amendments at that stage, the 
Marquis of Bath moved to omit section 74, which provided that where real 
estate was vested in any person without right of survivorship to any other 
person, it should, on his death, notwithstanding any testamentary dispo- 
sition, devolve to and become vested in his personal representatives or 
representative from time to time as if it were a chattel real vesting in 
them or him. This was carried by a majority of 122 to 113, and 


motion 
thereupon the Prime Minister withdrew the Bill, 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Cuartes Epwarp Freeman, solicitor, of 20, Gutter-lane, died at 
‘his residence, 6, Camden-square, from paralysis on the 27th ult. Mr. 
Freeman was admitted a solicitor in 1835, and he had practised in the 
City for over thirty years, having been for some time associated in - 
ship with his son, Mr. Charles Radford Freeman, who was admitted a 
solicitor in 1882. He was a perpetual commissioner for London, West- 
minster, and Middlesex, and he had a good private practice. He had 
been for thirty years clerk to the Broderers’ Company. He leaves a 
widow, three sons, and two daughters. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


The Right Hon. Perzx O’Brisn, Q.C., Attorney-General for Ireland, 
has been appointed Lord Chief Justice of Ireland, in succession to Sir 
Michael Morris, who has been appointed a Lord of Appeal in Ordinary. 
Lord Ohief Justice O’Brien is the second son of Mr. John O’Brien. He 
was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and he was called to the bar in 
Treland in 1865. He formerly practised on the Munster Circuit, and he 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1880, and a serjeant-at-law and a bencher 
of the King’s-inns in 1884. He was appointed Solicitor-General for 
Ireland in 1887, and in 1888 he became Attorney-General and a member 
of the Privy Council in Ireland. 

Mr. Dopeson Hamitton Mappen, Q.0., M.P., Solicitor-General for 
Ireland, who succeeds Lord Chief Justice O’Brien as Attorney-General, is 
the only son of the Rev. Hugh Hamilton Madden, rector of Templemore, 
He was educated at Trinity College, Dublin. He was called to the bar in 
Treland in 1864, and became a Queen’s Counsel in 1880. He was elected 
M.P. for the University of Dublin in the Conservative interest in 1887, 
and in the same year he became a serjeant-at-law and a bencher of the 
King’s-inns. He was appointed Solicitor-General for Ireland in 1888. 


Mr. Franx Orowper Herr, solicitor (of the firm of Freer, Hett, & Hett), 
of Brigg, has been appointed Clerk to the Magistrates for the Winterton 
Petty Sessional Division of the parts of Lindsey, in the place of bis senior 
partner, Mr. Thomas Freer, who had held the appointment for thirty-one 
rom and who has now resigned. Mr. Hett was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Joun Arxtnson, LL.D., Q.C., who succeeds Mr. Madden as Solici- 
tor;General for Ireland, was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, where 
he proceeded to the degree of LL.D. He was called to the bar in Ireland 
in 1865, and he became a Queen’s Counsel in 1880. He is a member of 
the Munster Circuit, and he has been for some time prosecuting Crown 
counsel for Dublin. 

Mr, Joun Gerranp, QO., has been appointed Prosecuting Crown 
Counsel for Dublin, in succession to the Solicitor-General for Ireland. 
Mr. Gerrard was called to the bar in Ireland in 1868, and he became a 
Queen’s Counsel in 1884. He practises on the North-East Circuit, 
and he has been for several years prosecuting Orown counsel for Mona- 


ghan. 

Mr. Hucu Wiiu1am Pearson, solicitor, of Malton and Helmsley, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Magistrates for the Malton and Buckrose 
Divisions of the East Riding of Yorkshire, in succession to the late Mr. 
William Simpson, Mr. Pearson was admitted a solicitor in 1871. 

Mr, Frepsrick Epwarp Nicxotson, solicitor, of Doncaster, has been 
—— Clerk to the Oonisborough Burial Board. Mr. Nicholson was 

mitted a solicitor in 1876. 

Mr. Dicsy Powst1, solicitor, of Newport, Monmouthshire, has been 
appointed Solicitor to the Newport Boathouse Oo. Mr. Powell was 
admitted a solicitor in 1885. 

Mr. Joun Oannezcr, solicitor, of 9, Bucklersbury, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Oourt of Judicature. 

Mr. Wittiam Henry Jerrrey Jenxws, solicitor, of Warrington, has 
been —— a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Oourt 
of Judicature. 

Mr. Tuomas Avousrus Sommers Scorr, solicitor (of the firm of Down & 
Scott), of Dorking, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths 
in the Supreme Court of J ellie. 

Mf. Samvet Marves, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Maples & 
McOraith), of Nottingham, has been appointed Under-Sheriff of the 
town and county of the town of Nottingham for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Maples was admitted a solicitor in 1839. 





GENERAL. 

It is stated that Mr. Dowdeswell, Q.0., who has been one of the official 
referees of the Supreme Court of Judicature for over fifteen years, has 
placed his resignation in the hands of the Lord Ohancellor. 

Mr. Justice Wills, in opening the Notts Winter Assizes on Tuesday, 
said he thought it would be of great advantage if a short Act were 
making it an offence punishable by fine to carry loaded firearms without 
reasonable excuse for doing so, 

‘Mr, Justice Hawkine’s affectionate solicitude for untried prisoners,” 
says the St, James's Gazette, ‘is only equalled by the heaviness with which 
he drops upon them when they are convicted. Sir Henry is on circuit in 
Wales, and he has had to go all the way to Oarnarvon, with sheriff, 
trumpeters, chaplain, Javelin-men, and all the brave panoply of au agsize 





judge. But at Carnarvon he found only one who was charged 
with g from custody. Mr. Justice Hawkins thiuks, with reason, 
that the man ought to have been tried at quarter sessions or not at all.”’ 

Last Saturday the final Cone tee for Bills coming before Parlia- 
ment next session was made in the New Private Bill office, Westminster 
Hall The great feature of the private Bill Session will, of course, says 
the Zimes, be wd poy influx of electric lighting Bills, of which there are 
over 400 deposited at the Board of Trade. The figures for the plans 
deposited last year were—for railways, 47; tramways, 14; miscellaneous, 
54; and provisional orders, 46—total, 161. This year's list comprised 
67 railways, 12 tramways, 59 miscellaneous, 35 miscellaneous provisional 
orders, and 159 electric lighting provisional orders, making altogether 
335, or more than double the number deposited last year. 

In the Queen’s Bench Division, Dublin, on Sir Michael Morris, Bart , 
taking his seat for the last time as Lord Chief Justice of Ireland, Mr. 
Serjeant Hemphill, upon behalf of the bar of Ireland, conveyed its sense 
of regret to his lordship at his lossto the Irish bench. In the course of his 
reply his lordship said: ‘‘ Though I must necessarily be domiciled for a 
considerable portion of the year in London, I do not become expatriated 
or denationalized. My permanent residence and substantial interests 
remain in my native country. My nationality has been to me always an 
honest pride, and now I bid you, what, if my heart could speak, it would 
in all sincerity ray, farewell.”’ 

A meeting of the subscribers to the Index Library was held on Thursday 
last week, Mr. Elton, Q.C., M.P., in the chair, to consider the question 
of forming a general society to print indexes and calendars to records such 
as have been issued by the Index Library during the two years of 
existence. Mr. Elton, in introducing the question, specially dwelt on 
need which many students felt for better clues to the more modern records, 
and pointed out that, though much had been done of late years by the 
Public Record Office, especially with regard to earlier t 
there was still ample room for private ——— in the cate of the 
of the 15th, 16th, and 17th centuries, and e of indexes 
to them would greatly faciliate the —— of a better know of 
what ht be termed the proprietary ry of the anes. Mr. W. P. 
W. P ore, by whom the Index Library has been ae eS 

~ = date, oo —_s was = = the time had arri 

come expedient to p! e ex u @ permanent basis, 

and that it seemed that this aim could best be obtabeed by the formation 
of a record society. It was resolved that a society, under the name of the 
British Record Society,. should be constituted for the purpose of taking 
up from January 1, 1890, the work of the Index Library in com: . 

rinting, and publishing indexes and calendars to British records. 
ollowing provisional committee was then ted :—Mr. Elton, Q.C., 
M.P., Mr. Cecil Foljambe, M.P., Mr. G. Cokayne (Norroy), Mr. H. 
Hucks Gibbs, Mr. B. G. Lake, Mr. O. T. (Assistant Keeper of the 
Records), Mr. J. C. Challenor Smith, Mr. H. F. Waters (Salem, Mass.), 
Mr. Athill (Richmond Herald), and Mr. W.P. W. Phillimore. It was then 
arranged, on the motion of Mr. E. A. Fry (Birmingham), that the 
provisional committee should at the earliest convenient date call a general 
meeting of the members of the society to settle its constitution and to 
appoint permanent officers. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 














WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, Nov. 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 
ATKINS FILTER AND ENGINEERING Co, Liurrep—North, J, has, by an order dated 
pod 14, appointed Frederic Joseph Tingle, 110, Cannon st, to be official liqui- 
Homgr Distarcr ConsonmaTsp GoLpD Mrixgs, Lomrsp—Petn for wi up, 
v 98, directed to be heard before Kay, J, on Saturday, T 
Jeqapeens i Loge in ee winding up, presented Nov 23, 
OHANNESBURG Horan Co, — ov 
dirgoted to be heard before Chitty, J, on Saturday, Deo T» Shell & Co, George 
8 ansion House, ors 
LENNOX PUBLISHING Lroren—By an order made Kay. J, dated Nov 16, it 
wes ordered tint the company be woutd Up Colyer, Wych st, Strand, caer 
creaiturs 
ONTE CunisTo Gory Muses, Liutrep—Stirling, J, has fixed Wednesday, Dec 


M 
11, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an Se 
Rser ExTEnston Mrnine Co, Lixrrep—Stirling, J, has fixed Tues- 
day, Deo 10, at 19, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
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Suseman IRON AND STEEL TREATING CO, LimiTED—Petn for winding up, 

sented Nov 26, directed to be heart bothes hay, 3, on Saturday, Dec 7 Har 

“aa. iasuseohe st Within, solor for petner 

Tinnratt pay 5 - Gop Co, = ee for wining wi up, % prsnted Nov 22, 

be heard before Stirling, J, on Dec 7 Co, George yard, 

Lombard s st. selers for petner 

Tus “CHANCELLOR” STEAMSHIP Co, LimtTED—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 

debts or claims, to Messrs Edward Harris and Benjamin Coulson Atkinson, 

Midalesbro’ on Tees 

TTOXETER BREWSEY, Liw1TEv—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 28, directed 

to be heard before Kay, J,on Dec7 Field & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for 

Smith & Co, Birmingham, solcrs for petners 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES — 
ANcIEXT Barrons Society, Black Lion, Fiint Nov 
Ooumr 6 a ee No 1, Ancient Foresters, Tim Bobbin Inn, Milnrow, Lancashire 


oguar Roya Vicrori4, Ancient Order of Foresters, Harpurhey, Manchester 


‘ov 23 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
——— IN CHANCERY. 
be may AAR GOLD LD, LrurrepD—Petn for winding up, et 
29, directed to be heard Re om re Stirling, J, on Saturday, Dec14 Ashurst 
oes! ‘oid Jewry, solors for petner - 
Moxpaocor Roya.ties Trust, LIMITED —Chitty, J, has fixed Tienes, Dec 12, at 
12. at the Royal Courts. for the eppeinttnent ‘of an official liquidator 
- WINDING AND SYNCHRONISING CLOCK Co, LIMITED - tors are re es. 

on or before Saturday, Dec 28, to send their names and addresses, and the 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to James Drayson Austen Norris, Su olk 
House, Laurence tney hill, Cannon st Tuesday, Jan 14, at 12, is appointed 
for —— and oitelienting upon the debts and claims 

Tue MELLANEAR CoPpPER Mine Co, Lumirep—Creditors having any claims are 
soanteed to send shop articulars thereof, on or before Dec 31, to Sam J Wilde 
and W F Garland, 6, Gesen st place 

PoNDOLAND RATION AND MininG Co, LruiTED - Creditors are required, 

on or before Jan 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
Sets eee or . to Henry William Lowe and Job Alfred Scrivener, 34, 


THE SCIENTIFIC APPLIANCE MANUFACTURING Oo, LimiTED—OCreditors are > 
ee 15, to send their names and addresses, and the pai 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Isaiah Alexander Hulme, 41, Glen Eldon rd, 

tee See Rersswe Bits Co, Liwrrgp—All persons having apy claims or 

are required to send the particulars thereof, on or before Dec 31, to 

Robert flobert Themas Wilkinson, 33, West Sunniside, Sunderland 


CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Samusgt SHaw & Co, LimtreD - By an order made by Bristowe, VO, dated Nov 
=< na mang that the company be wound up Layton & Co, Liverpool, 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
BROTHERLY Soumrr, O pain Lion Inn, St Sampson’s Sa, York Nov 29 
FRIEnpiy Society, King’s Arms, Loose, Kent_ Nov 
Loyal FItzHERBERT Lone, Wolverhampton Unity Seat, Fitzherbert Arms, 
Swinnerton, Nov 27 


Stafford 
Unsrren FReignp_Ly SocrgtTy FOR THE BENEFIT OF NorTH Sea Trinity Pinos, 
Fox and Tne Inn, Lowestoft, oft, Suffolk Nov 29 

SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 

~~ —y * LopGE, Globe Inn, Bedford st, Egerton, Bolton, Lan- 

lake Denevenmns tones, Greens Arms Inn, Turton Higher End, Turton, 
Bolton, Lancaster Nov 

LoyaL — a Chesthams Arms Inn, Chapel Town, Turton, Bolton, Lan- 
caster Nov 

Loyal TRIUMPHANT LODGE, Cross Guns Inn, Egerton, Bolton, Lancaster Nov 28 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day OF CLAIM. 
London Gasette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 26 
Baangpe, Jous JaMEs, Upper Poppleton, Yorks,Gent. Jani. Ware & Son, 


Bropre, MarGcakzet, Haverstock hill. Dec3i. Upton, John st, Adelphi 
Burrsrwokrts, Jou, Southport, Gent. Dec 31. Buck & Co, Southport 


Carry, Tuomas Rurrinx, Borough High st, Surrey, Backmaker. Jani4. Mick- 
lem & Hollingworth, Gresham st 

Cuarman, aces Hevey, Atterciiffe, in Sheffield, Tailor. Dec3i. Vickers & 

CLARKE, ALTHUE, St Dunstan’s alley. Jan 1. Dutton, Gresham House, Old 

Coxs, Hon. Epwarp Kzrrei. WentTwortsH, Longford H Derb Jan 1. 
Smith & Leech, Derby as all, si 

Cox, JOsErH, Birmingham, Miller Jan 31. Johnson & Co, Birmingham 


Dopp. suas, Stainton, nr Penrith, Cumberland, Gent. Dec 21. Bendle, 
Duwxrmy, JOANNA, Portew Southeupten. Jan 1. Wilkins & Co, 


‘ood 
House; and Cooke, how inn, Seran 
Dureast, THomMss Purzr, Maresfield, Suseex, oon. Jani. Hillman, Lewes 


ENGLEenAzT, apwane Egnest, Brighton, Banker’s Clerk. Dec 25. Baker & Co, 
Fue, Mamcnt, Hartshorne, Derby, Joiner. Jan 31. Fisher & Co, Ashby de la 
Senn, Seas San, Westbourne rd, Forest hill, Dec 21. Rowland & Hutchin- 
Garvogp, KeErcca, West Worthing, Sussex. Dec 27. Rudd, Liverpool 
Gnocgrs Jouw Evwazp, New Barnet, Herts, Gent. Jan 1. Warmington, 
ges = Br omy a super Mare, Bank Manager. Dec 2. 
_Jeanen, osErn, Loughton, Eseex, retired Miller. Dec 3i. Young & Sons, 
Jacksow, Enwarp, Leamington, Doctor of Medicine. Dec %. Wright & 
Jeunes, <3 OnE, ene. Derby, Ironfounder. Jan 11. Peacock & Goddard, 
Kenwoursy, Fiizton, Lancs, Carrier. Dec 23. Lawson & Oo, Man- 


La Smoniss, Mhester’ Hill, Kent, k in' Hol . 
ae Livenet 6 Hill, Kent, Olerk in' Holy Orders, Dec 31 





MILWARD, EpwAkD, Birmingham, Corn Dealer, Jan il. Johason & Co, Bir. 


m 
OCONEE. m Mase © FRANCES, Walton on the Naze, Essex. Jan 16. Kimber & 
lo, Lom! 
Porter, JANE, Oddington, Glos. Jan 20. Billings, Cheltenham 
PoULSON, BENJAMIN, Craven grdns, Ealing, Gent. Dec 31 Wright & Pilley 
Bedford row, and Ealing . vig . 
RIA JUSTINA, Baroness de, Sidmouth, Devon. Dec 31. Tilly, 


th 
Rowague, Manta, Weston super Mare. Dec 21. Tyler & Mortimer, Romsey 


BaLseoer. er On Gomes Day, Betcbhton house, nr Sandbach, Chester. Dec 31, 
cooper, Worces' 
SHaw. ABSOLOM, Bradford, Licensed Victualler. Dec 31. Gordon & Co., Brad- 


SHAPLAND, ee St. George, Glos. Dec2i. Sibley & Dickinson, Bristol 
Hagley, Worcs. Dec 23. Wright & Tanfield, Cradle 
Heath ; and and Collis. Stourbridge ° . 7 
TwicG. JOHN, Rivelin, nr Sheftield~ Farmer. Dec 20. Webster & Styring, Shef- 


field 
Watt, FRANcIs, Gloucester, Esq. Dec 31. Crust & Co, Beverley 
Wasa Ganeeess Maky, High st, Harlesden. Dec 27. Lewis, South sq, Gray’s 


Waicur, GEORGE WILLIAM, Bethnal al gn ra, Bellows Manufacturer. Jan 2. 
Woodbridge & $ Sens, Berjeant’s aine 

Youna, MIcHAEt, Wg gy Bm 
J Gane, 


Manager to the Rotherhem F. : 
an 7. Trucitt anage om Dountay Oe 


_ L.. st 


London Gazette.—F a1DayY, Nov. 29, 
Ammer, 3 THOMAS, Mapstone, Lustleigh, Devon, Retired Yeoman. Dec 29. Baker 
& Watts. ~y B~5 Abbot 
co  ceneseanes Green Hill, Burnley. Dec 31. Artindale & Southern, 


ABTINDALE, Yr HoMAs FREDERIC, Scarborough, Gent. Dec 31. Artindale & 
Southern, Burnley 

ASHLEY, SARAH EDMONSTONE. Kensington Palace Mansions, De Vere Gardens, 

Dec 27. Caprons & Co, Savile pl, Conduit st 

Balty, WILLIAM, Wood st, Warehouseman. Jani. Bannister, Basinghall st 

BARCLAY, JOHN, Falmouth, Esq. Jan 31. Johnson & Co, Birmingham 

Barkow, Lmnay Newbiggin, Hutton Roof, Westmoreland, Gent. Jan 18. 
Thomson ilson, Kendal 

Baxey, ‘Wau DavIEs, Rhydwhiman, Montgomery, Esq. Jan 15. Jones, 


poo 
Borg, JAMES, Bury, Commission oa. Dec 28. Bertwistle, Bury 


CHABLESWORTH, THOMAS LisTsR, Heath Bank, Oldham, Retired Bank Manager. 
Jan 6. Elizabeth C Charlesworth, Heath Baul Olden, at 


Lowsan, Teas, High st, Hampstead. Dec 31. Berkeley & Oalcott, Lincoln’s 


Crosse, Rev Ernest WILLSON, Portsea, Clerk. Dec 31. Crosse & Sons, Lan- 
caster pl, Strand 


CHARLES, Daventry, Northampton, Draper. Dec 31. Burton & Wil- 
loughby, Daventry 
Davis, RICHARD, eap, Jan38i. E. F. & H. Landon, New Broad st 


DEAN, JOHN RICHARD, pw Boot Manufacturer. Dec 30. Button & Co, 
Henrietta 


st, Covent 
ae yh, PaGeE, Paintree, Essex, Ironmonger’s Assistant. Dec 30, 
Fourt, ELA, Redditch, Ipsley, Warwick, Licensed Victualler. Jan 10. Cole 


man & Co, Redditch 
Goren, JOSEPH, oe Croydon, Surrey, Gent. Dec 23. Hogan & Hughes, 


8 lane, 
Gray, HENRY Cambridge, Painter. Dec 31. Whitehead, Cambridge 


HARDEN, JOHN WILLIAM, Birkenhead, J f 31. 
Cave, Oxton, Birkenhead » Judge of the County Court. Dec 


Hopason, SUSANNAH, Clapham rd. Dec30. Upfill, Chancery lane 
JACKSON, FERDINANDO, Sutton within Mac id ufact: . Febi. 
’ Aap 9 “ clesfield, Silk Man urer. 

LAING, JOSEPH , Barnes, Surrey, Esq. Dec 3i. Stoneham & Son, Fenchurch st 

Lewis, Ann, Wokingham, Berks. Dec 31. Cooke, Wokingham 

a Openshaw, Lancs, Gent. Deci9, Clayton & Wilson, Ashton 

Maro, Jou,” Oxford, Wine Merchant. Dec 31. Jotcham & Son, Wantage, 

MooreEs, WILLIAM, the elder, Birkenhead, Licensed Stevedore. Jan 10. May- 
hew & Co, W: 


igan 
PaGET, = '_—— 7 ANE, Colville Mansions, Westbourne pk. Jani4, Fisher, 
New nn, an 
a Tuomas, Hinxworth, Herts, Farmer. Dec 31. Chapman & Chaundler, 


wade, Beds 

Pay : BERT, Apperiey Bridge, Eccleshill, York, Gent. Jan 1. Greaves & 
‘aylor 

PEnceys AL, ANA E13za, Lowndes st. Jani. Young & Co, 8t Mildred’s court, 

PizeRr, Tosias, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Gent. Jan 8. Solomon, Birmingham 


Rockgane, Ge Sir Png pod Kupunay. RO 4 Fyfield House, Oxford. Jan 10. Water- 
RiacEz, sian haeeoe Halifax, Gent. Dec 31. Barstow & Midgley, Halifax 


, OHARLES, Aston-juxta-Birmiogham, Refreshment House Keeper. 


Deo’ 29, Hadley, B 
SEE, Lucy, Maldon, Essex. 81. Crick & Freeman, Maldon 
Sruvens, ANN E1vizaBbeTu, York Town, Surrey. Dec 3i. Cooke, Wokingham 


Stevens, JOHN, Wedmore, Somerset, Retired Beerhouse Keeper. Dec 20. 
March, Axbridge 
Sr1Lxzs, Lovisa JANE, Dover. Dec 31, Walker & Co, Theobald’s rd, Gray’s inn 


Waseem. Laing ant HoxrpeErn, Holme, nr Burnley, Esq. Dec3i, Artindale & 
WILLiaMs, THOMAS, ay - Somerset, Gent. Dec 30, Margh, Axbridge 








renting s house ha he Sanitary ~ ente thoroughly examine by: an expetr 
” ver r 
from ss Engineering av Siintion ¢ te 11 Victoriast., 

ny rage: nlsotunderteke the Vex eatiiation ot tOflioes. &o. —(ADVT.) 


melange me purchase a house by a ones Senem one and a poatly 
Meh poy me to 10s, in is adaition to the rent f Be p penton aly is one of 
the alent safest and best investments to make. i. cast Gcventicase 
wanes fi it a future eee ly for omy 
oe eretinn te ABY, Temperance Permanent income,” Roply arf 
Ludgate-hill LA 2. ¥.0,— (ADVT. | 





Dec, 7, 1889, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


Io! 





—————— 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gagette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 29. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ABNETT, JOSEPH © Maidstone, Brick Mer- 
chant Maidstone Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
BaLL, PETER, Manchester, Journalist Manchester 

Pet Nov 12. Ord Nov 27 
ILLIAM apes JosEPH SmiTH, Lud- 
gate circus ane Wholesale Provision Mer- 
a poms Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
LLIAM HENRY, a Oilman 


ermyn st, St Jammer 8, de High 
mE Oct Ord Nov 26 

donen ROBERT PARKER, apenontan, Solicitor 

ag ne res Nov 2 Ord} a see FF 
WEN, JOHN, edyn, armarthenshire, Farmer 

ho‘ermarthen Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Ww PHILIP WILLIAMS, Alton, Hants 
Winchester Pet Nov 23 Ord 


Nov 
BROWN, Tanne, Ince in Makerfield, Lancs, Builder 
Wigan Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 26 
BUTTERFIELD, SAMUEL, Dri «the Yorks, Inn- 
keeper Bradford Pet Nov27 Ord Nov 27 
Burton, THOMAS GuUNSON, Caistor, Lincolnshire, 
caer Great Grimsby Pet Nov 25 Ord 
ov 
Ongresnay Joun, Ashford, Kent, Furniture 
Canterbury Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 
COLLIN! 5, CHARLES. sgate, Plumber Canterbury 
Pet 1a 0 23 Ord Nov 23 
Cox, JAMES, C oe Farmer Cambridge 
Pet Nov 28 Ord N ov 26 
DUNBAR, JOHN, Choriton upon Medlock, Manchester, 
Travelling Draper anchester Pet Nov 15 
BRISTOWE, Systeee,. Grocer Ports- 
ak i Pet Nov 26 Ord N 
Evans, WILLIAM, Liangendeirne, Carmarthen, 
Draper Carmarthen Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
ENJAMIN, Dewsbury, formerly Tobacconist 
Dewsbury Pet Noy 26 Ord Nov 26 
GoaD, JOHN, Witherslack, Westmorland, Farmer 
Kendal Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
Gotpson, Haman, Liverpool, Outfitter Liverpool 
Pet "Pet Nov 96 Ord Nov 26 
GOODMAN, GEORGE, tiem on Merchant 
Birmingham Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 2 


ng 
Gnay, GEoRGE, Bury St Edmunds, tell Bury St 
dmunds Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

wenn AMES, P’ Baker Portsmouth Pet 
Nov 25 Ord ba 25 

Hit, CHARLES Harwood, Rhodes, Middleton, 

Lanes, ler in in Holy Orders Oldham Pet Oct 

ri 

Hit, Tuomas, Leicester, Provision Merchant 
Leicester Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

HORRIDGE, SAMUEL, win} arma 
Derby Pet Nov 13. Ord N 

HorspooL, THOMAS NORTH, A on the Hill, 
Leicestershire, Labourer Leicester Pet Nov 27 
Ord Nov 27 

Hurst, SAMUEL, Southport, Architect Liverpool 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 26 

JONES, WILLIAM, Teignmouth, » Devon, Currier Exeter 
Pet Nov 25 Ord 

KIREPATRICE, Sir JAMES, The Gardens, Peckham Rye 
) High Court Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov 27 

Halifax, Builder Halifax Pet 


26 
MarsH, GEORGE, Winchester, Builder Winchester 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
Mepcatr, W H, Victoria Dock rd, Essex, Butcher’s 
Manager High Court Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 27 
Mirron, WILLIAM, Oarnforth, Lanes, formerly Inn- 
keeper Preston Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
Moss, WitL1aM CAMPBELL, Scunthorpe, Froding- 
ham. Uorn Merchant Gt Grimsby Pet Nov 25 
Ord Nov 25 
NasH, SAMUEL, Hullani Ward, Derbyshire, Wheel- 
yritens Burton on Trent Pet Nov 2 Ord 
Ov 25 
PIDGEON, ALFRED, Stoney hill, St Augustine Dristel, 
Beer Retailer Bristol Pet Nov 26 O: Vv 26 
PrrEkR, EPHRAIM, Rotherfield, Sussex, Wheelwright, 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Nov20 Ord No 
RanesTE, ey Hulme, Manchester, ‘Tobacoonist 
ester Pet Nov20 Ord Novy 2 
WILLIAM, sen, Thurlaston, Leics, Bootmaker 
uy Wi Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 25 
Ropinson, ARNOLD Ls ay a! tonstone, Uestoe- 
typer High Court Pet Nov25 Ord Nov 25 
RusHwortH, THomMas, Buxton, Grocer Stockport 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Rust, CHARL8S WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull, Iron 
atyneet Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov27 Ord 
Vv 27 
SHACK TON, JOHN, Nelson, Lanes, soueteus 
‘Tackler Burnley Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 
SHIRLLY, WILLIAM HENRY, and AMOS guzatay, 
Covestey, Elastic bk t Manufacturers Ooventiy 
vot Nov 25 Ord Nov 
SIDEBOTHAM, WILLIAM, Oldham, Beorseller Oldham 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 
STEVENS, GEORGE, Warwick, Nurseryman Warwick 
Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 
STEVENS, SAMUEL, Hull, , Gt Grimaby P.t 
Nov25 Ord Noy 2% 
Toe P OBERT, Lhe Romerest, Bootmaker Wells 
ov 27 OrdN 
WALMBSLEY, FaaDEagox. WINKFIELD. see 
Brewer Preston Pet Nov27 Ord 
ALSH, HENRY WESTENRA, Rollestone. Wilts, Olerk 
io Holy rders Salisbury Pet 266 Ord 
av 


Draper 





bie wry Suffolk, Hurdle Maker 
Pet Nov 25 Ss mov & 

ERICE, S on Tees, Pattern 

_ Stockton on Tees Pet Nov 23 Ord 


WELLS, PETER MICHAEL, Bread st, Golden sq, Corn 
Dealer a Const, Bet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

WESTE: TSON, Batley, » orks, _araete 
Puller ~pi-- yy Pot Ne Nov 26 Ord Nov 

Wu1s0n, DANIEL, Liverpoo! = +y business” Birken- 
head Pet Nov2 Ord 


were 


ov 
Youne, A Stuart, Fi Avenue Hotel, Holborn, 
Esq High Court Pet Sept13s Ord Nov 25 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of Nov 22. 


CHANDLER, KENELM, late of Lower Edmonton, Sur- 
veyor High Court Pet Octi8 Ord Nov 19 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ABNETT, JOSEPH OHARLES, Maidstone, Brick Mer- 
chant Dec10at3 Off Rec, Week st, Maidstone 

BARNES, HENRY, Croydon, Surrey, poespeteeier Dec 
10at3 119, Victoria st, Westminste: 

BRETT, ILLIAM GRIMWOOD. Folkestone, Draper 

Dec7 at 12 33, Carey at’ Lincoln’s i 

BRIGHT, MATTHEW PHILIP WILLIAMS. ‘Alton, Hants, 
Bootmaker Dec 10 at 2.30 Off Rec, 4, "East st, 


Southampton 
ROWN, ARTHUR AXTHONY, Gloucester, Saddler Dec 
Tat3 Off Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 
ROWN, JAMES, Ince ia Ma eld ee Lancs, Builder 
Dec 10 at 1030 Wi Count; Bart, The 8 ur 
BUBRARD, SIR, HARRY e Spanish Exhibi- 
ti Ear!’ “pet 


igh st, Hear Cantab. Farmer Dec 9 at 1 

Off Ree, 5, Potty Cury, Cambri 

EVANS, Ropent, Southdown a “9 imbledon, Ar- 
chitect Dec 10 at1i Cannon st Hotel 

FELL, Jeune, sen, and JAMES FELL, jun, Wavertree, 
Lanes, Builders Dec 10 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Vic- 
toria + Liverpool 

F RICKER, ERICK WILLIAM, jun, Highst, Not- 
ting hill, Grocer Dec 11 at 11 33, Carey st, Lin- 
co's inn fields 

GILBERT, ow. Austy, Leics, Boot Manufacturer 
Decéat3 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Hackett, Henry, Liverpool Rag Mer- 
chant Dec 12 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 
CHRISTOPHER HENRY, Devonport, Pro- 
vision ———— » A 10ati1t 10, Athenzeum ter, 


Plymow 
waneeeen. Mary JANE, Re tiord, Kent, Oil Mer- 
ictorla ’st, Westmiuster 


chant Dec 10at12 119, V 

HEDGER, JAMES, Portsea, Baker Dec 9 at 4 166, 
Queen st, Portsea 

HERLEY, Epwarp Tomas, Dewsbury, poetnaine 
Dec6at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 

Hitt, CHARLES Harwoop, Rhodes, Middleton, 
Lancs, Clerk in Holy Orders t. 9at3 Off Rec, 
Priory chbrs, Union st, Oldh 

Hit, THOMAS. Leicester, Seouiea Merchant Dec 
9 at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Friar lane, Leicester 

HOLDEN, JOHN WHITE, Carmarthen, Coal Merchant 
Dec7 at 10.30 Off Ree, il, aay st, Carmarthen 

—_, SAMUEL, Southport, A ~y Dec 10 at 2 

tf Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liv 

sou, SAMUEL, Seacombe, Ches a, Baker Dec 
at 2 hm 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

JONSS, Wart outh, Devon, Currier Dec 
9ati2 Off Reo, 1 Bedford circus, Exeter 


MactEAR, HENRY .» North Camp, Aldershot, 
pan vr Dec 12 at 12 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Uan- 

a ILLIAM, Halifax, Builder Dec 11 at 10.30 
Off Rec, Halifax 

Mame GEORG E, Winchester, al Dec 10 at 3 

ff Ree, 4, East st, Gouengee 

ee, JAMES, jun, High Holbora, Jeweller Dec 
11at12 33, Carey st. Lincoln's inn 

Nasg, SAMUBL, ry +e Ward, Dertgeiiee, Wheel- 
om Deo 9 at 3 Off Rec, St James’s chbrs, 

Jerb 

PrInroLo, Y JONATHAN DUMBLETON, Rugby, Engineer 

s12ati2 Off Ree, 17, Hertford st. Coventry 

Pirger, ErHrarmM, Rotherfield, Sussex, Wheelwright 
Dec 6 at 2.30 nr & Reeve, Mount Pieasant 
Tunbridge W: 

PLATE, HENKI EpovARD, Manchester, (teneral Mer- 
chant Decé6at3 Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge 
st, Manchester 

Porter, Rica#arD, the younger, Lewes, Sussex, 
Veterinary Surgeon Dec 6 at 12 Uff Ree, 4 
Pavilion bld gs, hton 

Rep, JAMES BreyrrTo, Finsbui 
Dee 11 at 2.30 Bankrupte og bides 

Riney, WILLIAM, ha —, urlaston, Leics, Boot- 
ro at Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, 


SHAND, Jou, Halltields, Bilston, Staffs, Piumber 
coon t12 Off Reo, St Peter’s close, Wolver- 
am 
Suasrs, Fampenicx, Grafton st, Tottenham ct rd, 
gamete Deo 12 at it 33, "Carey st, Linvoln’s 


SHaw, THOMAS FRANCIS, and JoHN MORGAN, Plough 

ct, Fleet st, Printers Deo 11 at 11 Bankraptey 
blags, Lincoln’s inn 

— max ay and Amos SHIRLEY, 

ventry, Elastic Web _S- #4 Deo 9 at 

: OH Ree, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 


oe, Tobace onist 
dgs, Lincoln’s inn 


Snoox, Epwin, Carmarthen. Baker Dec7atii Off 
sonnel a A Te ag 


sre Rec, 17, ictteed oi st, Coventry 
ouvens, GEORGE Henry, Blackburn, Draper Dec 
oe Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Wazeme, 3 a Ham- 
chy Dacister at law Boo WS aii 
Wak ous, Whitesrass st, Butcher Dec 10 at 12 
33, a, Légeote sina 
WINTER, J -A-K, Manchester, Manager pe 6 at 3.30 
Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, erred chester 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


ABNETT, JOSEPH CHARLES, Maidet Brick Mer- 
chant Maidstone Pet Nov 25 0: povak 
BouvVERIE, Admiral W P, forme: rd, 
Earl’s Court High Court Pet ov 26 
BRIGHT, MATTHEW PHILIP WILLIAMS, Aton, Hants, 
Bo er Winchester Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Browy, JAMES, Ince-in-Makerfield, Lancs, Builder 
Wigan Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 27 
BUTTEBFIELD, Drighlington, Yorks, Inn- 
keeper Bradford P- doe tf Ord Nov 27 
Burton, THomas GuNson, Caistor, iio, 
monger bat ney ‘Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 2% 
—— JOuN, ‘ord, Kent, Furniture 
 Ganterbury Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 25 
CoLLI Lonny Mn Papnente, Flauiber Canterbury 


Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 
Cox. J. Co’ Cambs, Farmer Cam- 
bridge Nov 2 Ord Nov % 
REWS, ARTHUR WILLIAM, and ALFRED CHARLES 
Sox. Gloucester, pruieeryeen Gloucester Pet 
Novi9 Ord Nov 
ILLIAM, “Ryde, IW, Draper Ryde Pet 


— ~ ‘Rosenr, Beaconsfield rd, St 
Twicken' Carver Brentford 
Pet Nov 19° Ord Nov 21 


CKER, FREDERICK WILLIAM h 
Notting hill, Grocer High Dole’ Py 


Ord Nov 26 
Goapb, JoHN, Witherslack, Westmoreland, Farmer 
ea Kendal ad. Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 Fishes 
DDARD, 'HOMAS, onger 
cainine Eowts Soo, Bites, ert, Groce 
3 OHN, 
Gotten Pet Nov 33 Ord Nov 35 * ; 
ane tae x6 Ord Nov #7 D am s 
7G EORG: Busy 5s Bdnunds, I eager it 
ae et ‘Ov 26 ¥ saa 


Haman 4 oxs, Mexborough, Yorks, 2 Auctioneer 
Sheffield Pet Deo 22, 1888 rd Nov 
HER HENRY, Devonpor 
vision, Merchant rast Stonehouss Pet Nov 4 
HEDGER, JAMES, Portsea Baker Poitsmouth Pet 
meameeae 4 ‘so South B kk 
GWORTH, EL, Sout ootmaker 
Liverpool Pet Nov4 Ord Nov th : 
Horspook, THomas NosTuH, amen on the Hill, 
Leicestershire, Labourer Leicester Pet Nov 27 


— Nov 27 

Je bet No Nov25 Ord nee th, — 

eaesetee iiowes ry ey Wor, Cannon :t, 
Wholesale F 


Pro- 


Devon, Currier 





Galore ur High Court Pet Oct 2 


LAVESDER, THOMAS, Stourbridge, Worcestershire, 
Tailor Stourbridge Pet Oct23 Ord Nov 8 
MARRIOTT, HEBSBERT, Birstal, Yorks, jManufactares 
| Dewsbury Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 
| MARSH, GEORGE. Winches’er, Builder Winchester 
- Pet aay 4 Ord Nov " icsinnan, te 
| MARSHALL, WIN, sen. te Fruiterer 
| ham Pet Nov? wan 8 
Mixes, WILLIAM, Shrewton, Wilts, Gener: 1 Dealer 
valtsbury Pet Novi9 Ord Nov 
Mitton, WILLIAM, Carnforth, Lancs . former'y Ian- 
keeper Preston Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 
Moss, WILLIAM Gores. Soustherge. Froding- 
ham, Lio acs, Great Grimsby 
Nese. Gavan, Molen’, Soa Derbyshire, Wheel- 
ASH, SAMUEL, 
wrikht Burton on Trent Pet Nov 3 Ord 


Nov 25 
Oxronp, GEORGE, Queen’s Elm parade, Chelsea, 
Undertaker *aieh Court Pet Nov 2 Ord 


ALFRED, Stoney Hill, St Auzustine 
Beer Retailer Bristol "Pet Nov ss Ord 


Lahecsten, Builder Leicester Pet 
me oh 
LD TvuRNER, Leytonstone, Electro- 
—wy~y Oourt *pet Nov 35 Ord Nov % 
we I Bux Grocer Stockport 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov a7 
SrIoEnoTHamM, WIctIAM, Oldham, late Beerseller 
_ Oldham Pet Nov26 Ord Nov 26 
V BALE, a Palatine fy Newington, 
Builder High Court Pet Nov19 Ord Nov % 
WwW Eb De meer Dewsbury 


- Hurdle Mater 


I 
WARNE, FREDERICK, Stockton on Tees, Pattern 
Maker Stockton on Tees Pet Nov 23 Ord 


Noy 23 
Wareor, SYDENHAM JoHN CUBBY, walk rd, 
Herne formeriy Surveyor aden Gourt Pet 





Sept 3 Now 3. 
WELLS, Peter Mrcnant, Broad st, Goiden sq, Corn 
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Ord Nov 26 

Wuson. Henry, 
Pet Nov 25 Ord N 

Woorron, JoHN iawanm, Nottingham, Tailor Not- 

Fae uke Ralsclo, Buifels Fr Ipswich 

elsale, ‘0 armer Ipswic 

Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

Youne, Ropekt, Felsing, Durham, Railway Porter 
Newcastle on Tyne Set Nov 2t Ord Nov 26 


London Gazette—TuEsDAY, Dec. 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALDEESON, WILLIAM, Staindrop, Durham, inphowe 
Stockton on Tees and Midalesborough Pet } 
28 Ord Nov 28 
> WILLIAM, Noes Mayo, Revelstoke, Devon, 
Baker East Stonehouse’ Pet Nov 28 Ord 


Nov 28 
, CHARLES, Canterbury, Licensed 
Victualler Canterbury Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
. Harrogate, Confectioner York Pet 
Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 


BeprorD, THomas EDWARDS, Woskingten, Cumber- 
fend, I Plomber Workington Pct Nov 29 Ord 


moves, RicHarD LLEWELLYN, Brid egend. Glam, Gro- 
— Pet Nov 26 Ord 
Coors, W ILLIAM STALEY, Siddal, or en But- 
Halifax ov29 Ord Nov 29 


, H. G., New Clee, Lincs, Painter Great 
gy BE 19 Ord Nov 29 
GENTRY, HERBERT, G y _ Norwood 


High Court PetNovi5 Ord 
FREDERICE i: M ilford _ ro 


e Dock Pet Nov 29 


Gmprarm, Writ, § yresham, tonshire, 

esthauaten Pet tere ie 

rn Gzorce ALBERT, Stump = nr Halifax, 

— Carrier Halifax Pet ov 2 Ord 
‘ov 3 


Hamwosp, Wit11aM, Chigwell row, Essex, Miller 
King’s Lyon Pet Nov29 Ord Nov 2 
a JOHN TIPPETT, Sees pate Saddler 
Eest Stonehouse Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 


Heatry, CHARLES HENRY. ber in 
noe" eee eS High ce urt 
O' 
Pet Novi Ord Nov 


Hopes, Wrm114m iuesos, York, Joiner York Pet 
Nov 2 Ord Nov 8 
Hopes, Harry, Upton on Severn, Worcs, Innkeeper 
Pet Ord Nov 25 


, Spinster 

under Lyne Pet Nov 19 Nov 2 
Hvueesrr, WuimuM Gzorce, Church st. Lisson 
'e, Stationer High Court Pet Nov 2 Ord 


ov 
Wuriiukx, Patenttas, Yorks, Builder 

York Pet Nov29 Ord Nov 
Kuszerr, Emma EizaseTx. and Tuomas HENEY 
, Fitchett’s et, Noble st, Manufacturers 
High Court Pet Ncvw% Ord Nov2 
ines, Wri1ux Derby, Commission 
gent Derby Pet Nov®% Ord Novz% 
mame 5 Sypuzgy, and Gzorcz ALEXaNDEE Etsey, 
Exeter Pet Nov 21 Ord 


suates, Jewellers 
Pe 4. Jous Jostru, Great Grimsby, picben- 
man Great Grimsby ‘et Nov 2 Ord Nov 
Muzstos, JOSEPH SIDNEY, ion Uheeaner 
Solicitor High Court Pet Nov # Ord 


Novw 

Prez, Hatra Horz, Heavitree, Dev Builder 
Exeter PetNov% Ord Novz see 

Savion, Hzpry. Botolph alley, Oyster Merchant 


EpMcsD Mass, Norwich, late 
ifesneed Victualler Norwich Pet Nov® Ord 
Seni, Demeee, Oannen ot, Iron Agent High Court 


ng lsat. oe Wenkd, lahow 
Wr, gwick, or er 
Kendal Pet Nov) Uri Nov » 
CLazx, Spa rd, Bermondsey, 
esser High Court Pet Novw2 Ord 


Hazat, Brietol,Carpenter Bristol Pet Nov 


Nov 2: 

Vuarz, Palatine rd, Stoke Newington, 
hah ob Now Ord Nov 9 
st, Euston rd, 

Comractor High Court Pe. Nov 7 (Ord 


eshire, 
ove 
Wirsisgtos, hte, heo, plas cece, Copuietton 
High Court Pet Nov Ss Sos Tigh 
SLLi4M, eqr, Architect 
Court Pet dunes Ord Now Ps 


} 
The Sr a 


cag emai tsb 


ee - se Pet Oct % ods : 


The tofiowing staenie4 nctice ie eubstite io Sop thet 
publishes ta the London Gasette of 


and Forage Dealer High Court Pet Nov 26 
oT Confectioner Barnsley 


Leeds, Woollen Draper Leeds Pet | 


BARNES, WILLIAM Pagvcm, 8 and HERBERT DAWSON 
h rd, ,» Corn Dealers High 
Court Pet Nov 12 Ovd N Nov 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALDERSON, WILLIAM, Staindrop, Durham, Inn- 
ceope Dec ] at 11 Off » 8, Albert rd, 
i 


esboroug 
Bary, PETER. Manchester, Journalist Dec 10 at 2.30 
ff Rec a s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
, WILLIAM FRANCIS, acd J HERDRET DAWSON 
ARNES, High rd, Kilburn rm Dealers 

17 at 11 33, Ossey st, Leola i fields 

ATEMAN, ANN, Le ape Confectioner Dec 16 at 
12 28, Stonegate, 

BEstT, ROBERT, Scar Sanous ugh, Hay Merchant Dec 11 
atit Off Rec, 74. Heubsrensh st, Scar h 
BRAMALL, WILLIAM, Silkstone Common, nr Barnsley, 
Farmer Dec 12 at 10 Off Rec, 1, Hanson st, 


ey 
BUTTERFIELD, SAMUBL, Drighlington, Yorks, Inn- 
oe Dec 11 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 
ford 


Cooper, WILLIAM STANLEY, Siddal, Halifax, Butcher 
Dec 11 at 11.80 Off Halifax 

DUNBAR. JOHN, Choriton u Medlock, Manches- 
ter, Travelling Draper Dec 10 at 3.30 Off Rec, 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

FrIsip, BENJAMIN, Dewsbury, formerly Tobacconist 
Dec tiat3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Frxcu, Roianp, Silvertown Chemical 

Victoria Docks, Ch 

at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 

inn fields 

FUELLING, ELIZABETH, London rd, Forest Hill, 
Kent, Fruiterer Dec 11 at 12 119, Victoria st, 
Westminster 


GopDARD, THOMAS, Eastbourne, Fishmonger Dec 
10at2 Young & Son, bidgs, Hast 

Go tpson, Haman, Liv verpool, Outfitter Dec 11 at3 
Off Ree, 35, Victoria st. Liverpool 

cae, Guonce. idhal, Bury St ——. paoe Dec 12 


mgt Any et Dec 11 at il 
8, St Patten ak ‘ord 
Hatt, G 


CHARLES, Bedford, Builder Dee 11 at 

11.30 8, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 
Hixp. WittiaM Foy, Kingston upon Hull, Milkseller 
Dec 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, 


Hopcez, WiLt1aM Hupson, York, Joiner Dec 16 at 11 
28, Stonegate, York 

| Hoey, GEORGE, Soria. Yorks, Botanic Practi- 

| tioner Dec 10 at 2 Rec, Trinity house lane, 


Ilkeston, Derbyshire, Draper 

Dec 10 at 3 Off Ree, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

Horspoot, THomas NorTH, Houghton on the 
Some Dec 11 at 12,30 Off Rec, 34, Friar 


Jou, EDwaN Moxcan, Swansea, Grocer Dec 11 at 

ba Ss See, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 

Rena @ ILLIAM, Tadcaster, Yorks, Builder Dec 
16at1 28, peeneante, Yor! 

Lzvy, Lzwis, King’s rd, Chelsea, Fruiterer’s eats 
ant Deci7 at <7 33, Carey st, ee gi 

Lzvy, Micuagt CHarizs, Bancroft rd, d, 
pes tay ay Traveller Dec 13 ot 12 33, Carey st, 


coln’ 
Lzwis, JoHN WorxkMAN, Alcester, Warwickshire, 
Grocer Dec 11 at 11 25, Colmore row, Birming- 


LOVERIDGE, JAMES CLIFFO: Strand, Restauran 
Keeper Dec 12 at 12.20 88, Carey st, Lincoln's 


 ~ aed 

Lues, WILLIAM SurnTess, Derby, Commission Agent 
Dec 11ati Off Rec, St Juemes’s chmbrs, Derby 

Marks, SYDNEY, and GEORGE ALBXANDEER ELszy, 
Exeter, Jewellers Deci4ati1 Off Kec, 13, Bed- 
ford circus Exeter 

Matruews, WILLIAM , Whitby, Yorks, Bookbiader 
Deo 1 st 11 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 

Mzason, JosePH, Ossett, Yorks, Rag Merchant Dec 
liatii Off Rec, Bank chambrs, Bat 

Mutton, WILLIAM, Carnforth, cs, Formerly Inn- 
keeper Dec ® at 2 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, 


Preston 
PetscH, Fzwix, Feri DogeLinG, and Max WAGNER. 
Aidermanbury, Merchants Dec # at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy ao. I yf inn 


PIpGEo™, Stoney hill, x Augustine’s, 
Bristol, Dec 18 at 12 Off Ree, 
Bank chmbis, + mg 

Piatt, Joun. VColbridge, 3. ay bagel Dec 13 at 10.20 
Off Rec, Newe 


Halrvu Hong, Heavitree Devon, Builder Dec 
12at11 Off Kec, — , Exeter 

RepraTu, HEewny, Hale, Man ‘Sobacconist 
Dec iwat2 Off eden’s pom Me ae st, 





SuUACKLETON, Jou, Nelson, Lancs, erloom 
nee Dec 19 at 2 Exchange ey Nicholas 
| . Barn 
IDEROTHAM, Li44M, Oldham, 


Wi Late Beerseller 

Dec Watit Off Kec, Priory y tembe, Union st, 

| Suirm, Haney, Deteoel, Oarpenter Dec 16 at 12.0 
Off Rec, Bank Bristo 

TRAVERS, Moupatwr Orno, Plumstead, 

iu the al Boots Fusiliers Dec 

| it at 119, Victoria estioine 
Tue 


ROBERT. 
Sati Off Rec, chbrs, 





WALMSLEY, FREDERICK WINKFIELD, Preston, Bool 
ones tes at3 Of Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 


WALMSLEY, JOHN, en, Yorks, Innk 
Dec 10 at 11 ‘Ok t Rec, H lane. 


WAkD: wi Freston, Gute Hurdle Maker 
Dee 1 10 at 12 cae . Ips 

WARNE, FREDERI ay m Tees, Pattern 
Maker Dec 12 x ‘1 Off Ree, oN Albert rd, Mid. 


dlesborough 
WESTERMAN, THOMAS WATSON, Batley, Yorks, 
Waste Puller Dec ltat4 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 


Batley 
Wiac, Henry AuG Roysto: esta Publi 
Dec 18 at 2.30 Bull Hotel Ro = ; ™ 
Barnsley q+ Dec 12 at 


OOTTON, Swann Nottingham Tailor Dec 
10 at 11 Oa of Reo, 4 1, High pavement, Nottingham 


ADJUDIOATIONS. 


ALDERSON, WILLIAM, Staindrop, Durham, =~} 
Stockton on Tees and Mid borough Pet 
Aumxay bg Gabficld 14, Ane ley, Pl 
Tigh a ©) i, i ley. um- 
Nov 20 
wm... pach CK OHARLES le near Teens 
Victualler Gonterbury ‘Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
BATEMAN, ANN, Harrogate, Confectioner York Pet 
Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
BEDFORD, THOMAS EpWwarpbs, Workington, Cumber- 
— Plumber Workington Pet Nov 29 Ord 
ov 


Bevan, RICHARD LLEWELLYN, Baigent. Glam, 
nn b..B Pet Nov 26. Ord 

CAMFIE CHARLES SAMUEL. Houndsditch, Confec 
co” High Court Pet Oct23 Ord Nov 30 

QHANDLER, te of Lower Edmonton, Sur- 
veyor High Court Pet Oct18 Ord Nov 30 

COOPER, WILLIAM STANLEY, giadal: nr Halifax, 
Butcher Halifax Pet Nov2 Ord tbe d 

DunBak, JOHN, Chorlton upon Medlock, 
Ep "2 Draper Man Manchester Pet Nov 77 Oni 

Euuis, Win11aM HENRY, Faversham, Kent, Coach- 
Builder > once Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

FI&gLpD, BENJAMIN, Dowsbary, torperty Tobacconist, 
Dewsbury Pet Nov 25 

GoopDMAN, GEORGE, Birmingham, Coal Merchant 
Birmingham Rg Novi4 Ord Nov 23 

GRIFFITH, Ni 


mM, Syresham, Northamptonshire, 
Farmer North pon oon Pet tie Oot Noe Nov 30 


had pocler in 
ov 
HopGcz, W11114m Hupson, York, Joiner York Pet 


Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
UNT, ARCHIBALD — Whitton, Market 
Gardener Brentford Pet Oct 9 Ord Nov 
INKERSOLE, JOHN, rd, Fancy Draper igh 
Court Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
JouNS, EDWIN Momoam, | -” amas Grocer Swansea 


Tatas, Tadeaster Yorks, Builder York 
we) te Ord N ; : 


, Emma and THOMAS mm 
BENNETT, Fitchett’s oble ss oaguaiactase 
High Court Pet Nov & 2% OrdN 

Lovee JAMES CLIFFORD. bt inte Restaur- 
Pet Oct9 Ord Nov 29 
Lvae, WItLiaM SURTEES. Derby, Sovemniqeion Agent 
Derby Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 
Mazks, SYDNEY, GEORGE ; EXsey, 
Exeter, Jewellers Exeter Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 30 
McEWEN, ALEXANDER, Cannon “: Merchant 
u ta wt Suly 20. Ord Nov 
CLOUGHLIN, JOHN 
man Grims' 


E Rotherfield, Sussex, 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 
Pywz, RatpH Horz, Heavitree, Devon, Builder 
Exeter Pet Nov % Ord Nov 28 
, JOHN, Nelson, iron Powerloom 
B Pet wer $ 25 Ord Nov 28 
Sarr, W nr Kendal, Labourer 


Pet Nov 30 
ILBY, JAMES, Weatbury, Wilts, Ironmonger Bath 
ret Nové Ord Nov 30 
as, Leeds, Woollen Draper Leeds Pet 
Nov 28 Ord Re 


Srzans, THomas WILLIAM, + upon Hull, Gas 
*Gingineer Kingeton upon Pot Oct 18 Ord 
soummat Gonos, Warwick, Nurseryman Warwick 
Pet Nov 2% Ord Nov 90° 
cunyyee, Samvuzt, Hull, Grocer Gt Grimsby Pet 


Ord Nov 29 
Wan Joun_ OHARLES, Charlotte st, Euston rd, 
ntractor h 


Court Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 30 

Wakp, Jonny, and sy) Batez 

Tallors High Court Pet Nové Ord Nov 
Weererman, THOMAS WATSON, 

Puller Dews 26 Nov 
Wiad, Hzewry Avovsrus, Boren, Cant lantab, Publican 

a Pet Nov oe o ma 
WON, STEPHEN y ommission 

fy i Nov 28 


ent of h 
wane hawe. verve oub ot business Birkeu- 


Pet Oct 41 ov 28 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 





TYRELL, © 
| 12 at OF Heo, 4, Eaat st, 





im, "e Manavor “Manchester b. Appi, Manchester it, Co Cora 
Ann ova 
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Ls PARTNERSHIP. — Solicitor (ad- 


SALES OF > eps Posen oD J paiieed a Febraary, 1888) Desires Junice Part 


Dec. 11.—Mesars, ;Epwin Fox sph pealany Clerk se 
Mert cinsees (gon aa Frechold ld Properties an = | oe to.— sgn) ic. "Grescent House, Ipswich. 





eS Queen-street. Cheapside, in- 

Lay Shares (9 (see advertisements, elude in thelr Special —— Rovesensrs Ee 

Dec. 11.—Messrs w. Grogan & Boyp, at the Ment, AW.—Small Practice for Sale in one of Me pectaaieoey't co Aitvanses eneried out at from 
E.C., at 2 o'clock, Leasehold Investments | ‘iL ee suburbs.—Address, Law, 1, Cullum- | four to five per cent. interest. 


advertisement, this w 
npeaemen Bae SARA TES | ay 
ow a noon, eeho ‘vestmen see ousil 
advertisement, Nov. 80, p. 6). | AW. Soliolies (Honours, recently ad- 
ee a without : or either, ‘with or 
ou 


’ ait ; would assist in Common Law 
Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the an Ne 16, aoe eke “place, W.0. 


6385 
ton an Geo eral or 00 1888) wants © — 


cing Oler 
is requested that application be made direct eS: i galary £18. = “ADDY, 











Journal with regularity in the Country, i 








oe aa. OLIGITOR’S ACCOUNTANT, desirous 

| filling up time, undertakes » pre- 

anti: 4 is | f statements of and 

The Subscription to the SoLicIToRS’ JOURNAL 1s | and. Stooarion Di ”, vot afte ~} 
‘ up; terms erate. CULATEUR, 

—Town, 26s.; Country, 28s.; with the | Messrs, ws, Drew, & Co., 10, Gray’s-inn- 


WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 





O TRUSTEES, EXEOUTORS, and 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Plate Purchased.— 


scribers can have their Volumes bound at the | | Pinto, Jewellery, Diamonds, Pe ie, and oe Sons 




















| New Bond-street, W. 
office—cloth, 2s. Gd., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 
ALUATIONS for PROBATE, &.— 
z= —— Messrs. WATHERSTON SON *(Licensed 
Yonge Pall Sa Henk, 5. “cn thee services 
the ion in the of Gold, Silver, 
CONTENTS. Jewellery, and objects of Art and Value. 
CURRENT TOPOS cosccocces cocsocece-cee <cce: cose OD | REVERSIONS. 
SOLICITORS AND THE LAND TRANSFER BILL ...... 91 | AW REVERSIONARY | _ INTEREST 
Tue LAW oF MASTER AND SERVANT AND THE | SOCIETY (Limited 
Max VoLENTI NON Fit INJURIA .++ -2+0- +000 92 | 24, LINCOLN’S INN ; INN saa Ww.c. 
LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR «+++ -+0-se0e0 Cuarrman—Edward “James Bovis, Esq., cnrybect kes 
Drrvury-Caainman—The Rt. Hon. Hi atom .. 
CORRESPONDENCE «+--+ erence +2eee © © 40000. op c6ee 94 Reversions and Life In 
LAW BOGEREES severe coves oe wee 03 | San aes ere exchange for Rover 
LEGAL NEWS svcccceecoeess jaenenenbeesieevtedesena aie “= be obtained on the security of Rever- 
peeves evinesmusekniornees Annuities, Immediate, Deferred, and Co d 
maaan e096 eneses 99 i eles Bnd ae ay terms." an 
INDING-UP NOTICES .<0e coves occ: secesees socece 99 Prenpectuas ene | ‘orms 0! » ani ‘urther 
the 
OREDITORS’ NOTIOES. coe secccecescce seccerscecer sees 100 | owe ae .. 3. CLABON, Secretary. 
BANEKRUPTOY NOTICES ...-- bsiemnneseuniescesieaan 
"| MO8tGaGE_ INS opin. CORPORA- 
, a RI. es a E.c, 
All. letters intended for publication in the | Subscribed Capital £715,000. 


ad | Mortgages and Debentures insured against loss. 
Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 


by by the name of the writer. 








REVERSIONS AND LIFE POLICIES. 
MONTHLY PERIODICAL SALE. 
wftuts, SLADE & BUTLER, Reversion Valuers 












The Eighth Edition, Revised and Corrected, 
ee 2 INSTITU of JUSTINIAN ; 
Latin Text, of HuscHxKs, 



















London: Grsss, Surru, & Oo., 10, High Holborn. 


EMPLE AVENUE CLUB, LIMITED.— 
Town Members; 
foe convenieace of 















£1 yf 

members of both branches of the Legal Profession, 

Giubs comprises a Ctab 
accommodation 

be yy ey Ra 





on. Wy tag + 4 the new 
conte ee kno’ 
of Venion~Appction for members, Angad be 
’ bers, 
made Sue Ed ies wee riba rt 



































ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, URIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1639. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, I-ONDON. 



















THE LAW GUARANTEE & TRUST SOCIETY, 


LIMITED. 








SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 


Heap Orrice: 9, Serle-street, auniutioties London, 
TRUSTEES : 
The Hon. BARO LiLo’. 
The Hon, he SOBTIU KAY. | 


OBJECTS OF be? SOCIETY: 


1.—FIDELITY GUARANTEES, given on behal Cash 
Travellers, and others; also Bonds on behalf if of Trustece 1 ° Lom 9 ete 
dators and meosivers under the t 
ademas ve ere 


NENTS euONM Mr entered tn a at moderate rates. 
Hic APMRALEY Hai ins Wotteoted. 





PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 


General Manager and Secretary, THOS, R. RONALD. 


on. Mr. GRANTHAM. 
rR ie Mr. J DAY 


BS and BANK pupostte teed, 
VTRUSIRES FOR DEBENTURE, ae. The Society acts as ‘Trustee 
h eek in all persons holding ~~ hk - for 
aa io PE SRA TLE HE as pre erste Tres 
Vili TIEHIRS OUARANTRED gn dees ty Sa 


For further particulars apply to the Head Office, as above, or to any of the Branches :— 
Orry : 9, St, Mildred’s court, Poultry, H.0, MANCHESTER: 51, King-street. Livarroon; 6, York-buildings, 14, Dale-street, Bpmrsvagat: S, Geongestreet, 
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ESTABLISHED 1869, 


THE ACADEMY, 
A GHeckly Review of Kiterature, Saience, and Art. 


PRICE THREEPENCE: FREE BY POST THREEPENCE-HALFPENNY. 


ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTION, 13s, BY POST, 15s. 2b. 
PAYABLE IN ADVANCE. 




















PUBLISHED EVERY FRIDAY IN TIME FOR THAT DAY’S POST, 








CONTAINING EVERY WEEK 


SicneD Reviews of important new books, English and Foreign, in Belles-Lettres, Travel, History, Biography, 
Philosophy, Natural Science, Philology, the Fine Arts, and Archeology. PrriopicaAL News-Letrers from Oxford, 
Cambridge, Paris, Rome, Florence, Berlin, and other Centres of Learning and Literary Activity. 


Obituaries of Distinguished Men. Transactions of Learned Societies. Correspondence. 


Notes and News, Literary, Geographical, Scientific, and Artistic. Jottings respecting rare Books, Sales, and 
Curiosities. Publishers’ Announcements, &c. 


Notices of Exhibitions in London and the Provinces, and of important Novelties in Music and the Drama. 
OnicivaL ARTICLEs on Current Topics of Literary Interest. 


Tue Acapemy has always maintained the principle of Signed Articles as affording the best guarantee of fairness and 
competence. In the list of its Contributors will be found the recognized Authorities in their several departments of Knowledge. 


The half-yearly Volumes are of permanent value for purposes of Reference, especially to those interested in the English Classics 
in History, Philology, and Oriental Studies. 





A New Volume commenced on July 6, 1889, 





PUBLISHING OFFICE: 


27; CHANCERY LANH, W.-C. 
To be had at all Railway Stations, and of all Newsvendors in Town and Country. 


A SPECIMEN NUMBER 


Sent to any part of the United Kingdom on receipt of Threepence-Halfpenny in postage stamps. 















SCALE OF CHARGES FOR ADVERTISING IN “THE ACADEMY,” 





Five Lines of Small Type - - - : - 0 2 6{|A Column - - - - - 2 
Every additional Line - - - - - 0 O 61] A Page (equivalent to Three Columns) = - 8 8 0 
HalfaColumn- -— - - oie erie ie: a 


SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR A SERIES. 


Advertisements should be sent to the Publisher, H. Villers, at the Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C., on or before the 
Wednesday previous to the Saturday on which they are intended to appear. 


%.° “THE ACADEMY” is a desirable medium for all Advertisements addressed to the educated classes, 
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